arXiv:2307.08077v1 [math.AP] 16 Jul 2023

Well-posedness and stability of a stochastic neural field in the form of a partial differential equation

José Antonio Carrillo^* Pierre Roux^† Susanne Solem^‡

July 18, 2023

Abstract

A system of partial differential equations representing stochastic neural fields was recently proposed with the aim of modelling the activity of noisy grid cells when a mammal travels through physical space. The system was rigorously derived from a stochastic particle system and its noisedriven pattern-forming bifurcations have been characterised. However, due to its nonlinear and non-local nature, standard well-posedness theory for smooth time-dependent solutions of parabolic equations does not apply. In this article, we transform the problem through a suitable change of variables into a nonlinear Stefan-like free boundary problem and use its representation formulae to construct local-in-time smooth solutions under mild hypotheses. Then, we prove that fast-decaying initial conditions and globally Lipschitz modulation functions imply that solutions are global-in-time. Last, we improve previous linear stability results by showing nonlinear asymptotic stability of stationary solutions under suitable assumptions.

1 Introduction

Since their introduction [30, 31, 1], the study of neural field models has played a crucial role in the understanding of many cortical phenomena; see the reviews [3, 16, 29] for descriptions of the extensive literature. It has been argued that noise plays a pivotal role in the formation of complex patterned firing activity [26]. In the last years, numerous works have focused on stochastic neural field models and how noise strength affects the apparition and the evolution of patterns like travelling waves, wandering bumps, multistable equilibria and bifurcation branches (see for instance [19, 23, 5, 4, 20, 14, 13, 22] and the review [3, Sec. 6]).

The aim of this manuscript is to provide a mathematical framework for the study of solutions of a recent neural field model in the form of a nonlinear Fokker–Planck equation: τ_c ∂ρ ∂t = − ∂ ∂s [( Φ (∫ T^d W (x − y) ∫_{+∞} 0 sρ(y, s, t)dsdy + B(t) ) − s ) ρ(x, s, t) ] + σ ∂^2ρ ∂s^2 , (1.1)

where ρ(x, s, t) is at time t the probability density of neurons at location x ∈ T^d := R^d /(LZ)^d, L ∈ R^∗_+ , with firing activity level s ∈ [0, +∞). The interaction between neurons at different space locations happens through a connectivity kernel W ∈ L^1(T^d) and a continuous modulation function Φ. The external input to the system is denoted B(t), and formal mass conservation and positivity of the activity variable are enforced with a no-flux boundary condition: for all (x, t) ∈ T^d × R_+ , ( Φ (∫ T^d W (x − y) ∫_{+∞} 0 sρ(y, s, t)dsdy + B(t) ) ρ(x, s, t) − σ ∂ρ ∂s (x, s, t) ) | | |_{s=0} = 0. (1.2)

*Mathematical Institute, University of Oxford, Oxford OX2 6GG, UK (carrillo@maths.ox.ac.uk) †Mathematical Institute, University of Oxford, Oxford OX2 6GG, UK (pierre.roux@maths.ox.ac.uk) ‡Department of Mathematics, Norwegian University of Life Sciences, NO-1433 Ås, Norway (susanne.solem@nmbu.no)

Last, we assume that neurons are homogeneously distributed in space, which is imposed by the condition ∀t ∈ R_+ , ∀x ∈ T^d, ∫_{+∞} 0 ρ(x, s, t)ds = 1 L^d . (1.3)

This type of nonlinear Fokker–Planck system was introduced in [11] as a way to study the impact of noise upon networks of noisy grid cells. Grid cells are a specific type of neuron that plays a role in the navigational system of mammals; it has been shown that they exhibit a typical hexagonal firing pattern [18, 28, 24] in physical space. With a generalisation of (1.1) (that we expose in more details in Section 4), the authors of [11] were able to numerically explain the apparition of neural firing patterns as noisedriven bifurcations from a space-homogeneous stationary state and provided a study of the stability of the linearised equations. The bifurcation analysis was then made rigorous in [13] for both system (1.1) and its generalisation. Furthermore, the systems were derived as mean-field limits of particle systems in [8], and the fluctuations of the empirical measure associated to the particle systems around their mean-field limits were proved to converge to the solution of a Langevin SPDE in [15].

Systems of the form (1.1) are challenging to analyse because of the non-local nonlinear drift and the nonlinear Robin-like boundary condition. Although the mean-field limit in [8] provides the existence of weak solutions, there is to our knowledge no existing mathematical framework for the time evolution of classical solutions. In this work, we build on methods developed for the study of other nonlinear Fokker–Planck equations in neuroscience [9, 6, 12, 7]: first, we use classical change of variables to reformulate the problem as a nonlinear Stefan-like free boundary problem in order to construct local and global in time solutions, and obtain representation formulae and universal estimates as a by-product (Section 2); second, we use a generalised relative entropy method and insights from the linear stability proof of [11] to prove results on the asymptotic behaviour of solutions (Section 3).

Let us be more precise about the notion of solution we deal with, and the main results we show. Our goal is to show that continuous initial conditions with appropriate decay lead to classical solutions which are continuous in space, C^2 in activity and C^1 in time, and to propose representation formulae and criteria for global-in-time existence. Throughout this work, we use the notation R_+ = [0, ∞) and R^∗_+ = (0, ∞). The space of continuous functions (resp. C^k functions) from a space X to a space Y is denoted by C^0(X, Y ) (resp. C^k(X, Y )). When Y = R, we simply denote C^k(X); we use the same convention for Lebesgue spaces L^p(X, Y ) and L^p(X). When regularity is uneven between different variables, we write for example C^{K,l,m}(X ×Y ×Z) to tell C^k on X, C^l on Y , C^m on Z and C^{min(k,l,m)} on X × Y × Z. Since (1.1)-(1.2) involves the average in s and due to specific technicalities, we require decay on the initial conditions which we then can propagate on the solutions.

Definition 1.1. (Fast decay at s = +∞) Let a ∈ R. We say that a function ρ : T^d × [a, +∞) → R, is fast-decaying if for all polynomial functions P of one variable, for all x ∈ T^d, lim s→+∞ ρ(x, s)P (s) = 0. Definition 1.2 (Compatible initial condition). We say that the function ρ^0 ∈ C^{0,1}(T^d ×R_+ ) is a compatible initial condition for (1.1) if ρ^0 is a non-negative probability density, if ρ^0 and ∂_sρ^0 are fast-decaying, and if ∀x ∈ T^d, ∫_{+∞} 0 ρ^0(x, s)ds = 1 L^d . Remark 1.3 (Non-optimality of the existence results). We want to emphasise that the regularity and the decay of the solutions we construct are by no means optimal. Optimal regularity for this problem is beyond the scope of this work. With higher regularity on W , Φ and B, the parabolic nature of the equation and the smoothing effect of the convolution should lead to more regularity even with nonsmooth initial conditions.

Concerning the decay assumptions, biologically relevant solutions do not have fat tails near infinite activity, and higher order moments can be useful to obtain estimates. Therefore, although it is not necessary for construction of solutions, we choose to work with fast-decaying initial conditions.

The condition (1.3) is not necessary for existence of solutions, but it simplifies the proof and it will be used in later estimates. From a neuroscience perspective, it is tantamount to assume a homogeneous repartition of the neurons in the brain area we model.

Definition 1.4 (Classical solution). We say that a non-negative function ρ ∈ C^0(T^d × R_+ × [0, T_{max})), T_{max} ∈ [0, +∞] is a classical solution of (1.1)-(1.2) if

• it has regularity

ρ ∈ C^{0,2,1}(T^d × R^∗_+ × (0, T_{max})) ∩ C^{0,1,1}(T^d × R_+ × (0, T_{max})),

and satisfies (1.1)-(1.2) in the classical sense;

• for all t ∈ [0, T_{max}), ρ(·, ·, t), ∂_sρ(·, ·, t) are fast-decaying, and ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ρ(x, s, t)dsdx = 1; • for all (x, t) ∈ T^d × [0, T_{max}), ∫_{+∞} 0 ρ(x, s, t)ds = 1 L^d . Section 2 is devoted to proving the different claims of the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5 (Existence and uniform bounds). Assume Φ is locally Lipschitz, B ∈ C^0(R_+ ) and W ∈ L^1(T^d). For any compatible initial condition ρ^0, (1.1)-(1.2) admits a unique maximal solution in the sense of Definition 1.4. Moreover, if Φ is globally Lipschitz,

• the solution is global-in-time;

• if Φ is non-negative, then ∀t ∈ R_+ , ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ(x, 0, t) ⩽ 1 L^d √ 2 πσ 1 √ 1 − e^{− 2tτ}c ;

• if Φ is non-positive, then ∀t ∈ R_+ , ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ̄(x, t) ⩽ 1 L^d (1 + σ − σe^{− 2tτ}c ) + e^{− 2tτ}c sup_{x∈Td} ∫_{+∞} 0 s^2ρ^0(x, s)ds.

Section 3 shows the asymptotic stability of stationary states as in the next result.

Theorem 1.6 (Asymptotic stability). Assume B(t) = B ∈ R. Let ρ_∞ be a stationary state of (1.1)-(1.2) for a given σ, and let W ∈ L^2(T^d). Assume either

1. that Φ is Lipschitz and that σ satisfies ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_) L^d2 sup_{x∈Td} (∫_{+∞} 0 (s − ρ̄_∞(x))^2ρ_∞(x)ds )1_{/2} < σ 2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2},

where γ̃(ρ_∞) = inf_{x∈T}d γ(ρ_∞(x)), and γ(ρ_∞(x)) is the Poincaré constant in s with respect to ρ_∞(x), see (3.5), or

2. that Φ ∈ C^2(R), W is componentwise symmetric, and that for a suitably small α > 0, σ satisfies ∫ T^d (1 − α)g^2(x) −

Φ^δ_g(x) σ g(x) dx > 0, g ∈ L^2(T^d), where Φ^δ_g(x) = Φ ( M_∞W ∗ g(x) + W_0ρ̄_∞ + B ) − Φ_0, and ρ_∞ ≡ ρ_∞(s) is homogeneous in space.

Then, the L^1 norm of the relative entropy ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ(x, s, t) − ρ_∞(x, s) ρ_∞(x, s) )_2 ρ_∞(x, s)dsdx, decays exponentially fast whenever the compatible initial data ρ^0 is close enough to the stationary state ρ_∞ in relative entropy.

In Section 4, we extend the above results to the four population system from [11] modelling networks of noisy grid cells.

2 Well-posedness theory

Let us first remark that we can always assume without loss of generality that τ_c = 1 and σ = 1. Notice that it is possible to set these values by considering the change of variables: ρ̃(x, s, t) = √ σρ ( x, √ σs, τ_c t ) or equivalently ρ(x, s, t) = 1 √ σ ρ̃ ( x, s √ σ , t τ_c ) . The scaled density ρ̃ satisfies (1.1) with τ_c = 1, σ = 1, Φ̃ =^{1√}_σ Φ and W̃ =^{1√}_σ W . For the sake of clarity, we will always drop the tilde and write ρ(x, s, t), Φ, W even while rescaling to normalise τ_c and σ. Some of the results below are obtained by implicitly undoing this change of variables after obtaining preliminary results in the normalised case.

2.1 Equivalence to a free boundary problem with Robin boundary condition We first make the change of variables using selfsimilar variables for the linear Fokker-Planck equation followed by a change through characteristics as in [9, 7]. More precisely, we define the new variable as y = e^ts and τ =^1_2 (e^{2t} − 1), or equivalently s = y √ 2τ + 1

= α(τ)y and t = 1 2 log(2τ + 1) = − log(α(τ)),

where we denote α(τ) = (2τ + 1)^{− 1}2 = e^{−t}. We define the new function q(x, y, τ) = α(τ)ρ ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) or equivalently ρ(x, s, t) = e^tq(x, e^ts,^1_2 (e^{2t} − 1)).

An uninspiring exercise in utilising the classical chain rule leads to ∂q ∂τ (x, y, τ) = α^′(τ)ρ ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) + yα^′(τ)α(τ) ∂ρ ∂s ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) )

− α^′(τ) ∂ρ ∂t ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)), ∂q ∂y (x, y, τ) = α(τ)^2 ∂ρ ∂s ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) ,

∂^2q ∂y^2 (x, y, τ) = α(τ)^3 ∂^2ρ ∂s^2 ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) = −α^′(τ) ∂^2ρ ∂s^2 ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) , where −α^′(τ) = (2τ + 1)^{− 3}2 = α(τ)^3 is used. Using (1.1) and defining β(τ) = B(− log(α(τ))), we obtain ∂ρ ∂t ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) = yα(τ) ∂ρ ∂s ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) + ρ ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) )

− Ψ(x, τ)α(τ)^{−1} ∂ρ ∂s ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) )

+ ∂^2ρ ∂s^2 ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) . with Ψ(x, τ) = Φ ( W ∗ ρ̄(x, − log(α(τ)) + β(τ) ) α(τ). Denoting q̄(x, τ) = ∫_{+∞} 0 yq(x, y, τ)dy, we have ρ̄(x, t) = ∫_{+∞} 0 sρ(x, s, t)ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 α(τ)y 1 α(τ) q(x, y, τ)α(τ)dy = α(τ)q̄(x, τ). Collecting the previous computations, we conclude ∂q ∂τ (y, τ) = ∂^2q ∂y^2 (y, τ) − Ψ(x, τ) ∂q ∂y (y, τ). (2.1)

determining q with boundary condition Ψ(x, τ)q(x, 0, τ) − ∂q ∂y (x, 0, t) = 0. (2.2)

In order to get rid of the drift term in (2.1), we make the second change of variable z = y − ∫_τ 0 Ψ(x, η)dη. Define u by u(x, z, τ) = q(x, y, τ) and denote γ(x, τ) = − ∫_τ 0 Ψ(x, η)dη, ū(x, τ) = ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) zu(x, z, τ)dz. Since q̄(x, τ) = ū(x, τ) − γ(x, τ), the function u solves, for all x ∈ T^d, the Stefan-like free boundary problem ∂u ∂τ (x, z, τ) = ∂^2u ∂z^2 (x, z, τ), z ∈ (γ(x, τ), +∞), τ ∈ R_+ , γ(x, τ) = − ∫_τ 0 Ψ(x, η)dη, τ ∈ R_+ , ∂u ∂y (x, γ(x, τ), τ) = Ψ(x, τ)u(x, γ(x, τ), τ), τ ∈ R_+ , Ψ(x, τ) = Φ ( α(τ)W ∗ [ū(x, τ) − γ(x, τ)] + β(τ) ) α(τ), τ ∈ R_+ , u(x, z, 0) = u^0(x, z), z ∈ (0, +∞).

(2.3)

This representation is similar to the ones obtained for the NNLIF model [9, 7]. Because it would be cumbersome to write in full details, we implicitely consider as a definition of solution for system (2.3) the natural extension of Definition 1.4 after applications of the changes of variables.

2.2 Duhamel formulae In order to obtain a Duhamel formula for u, we use the heat kernel G(z, τ, ξ, η) = 1 √ 4π(τ − η) e^{− (z−ξ)} 2 4(τ −η) . This kernel satisfies the Green identity ∂ ∂ξ ( G ∂u ∂ξ − u ∂G ∂ξ ) − ∂ ∂η ( Gu ) = 0.

For each x ∈ T^d, we integrate the identity in the domain (γ(x, t), +∞) × (0, τ); we thereby obtain ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,η) ∂ ∂ξ ( G ∂u ∂ξ ) dξdη I − ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,η) ∂ ∂ξ ( u ∂G ∂ξ ) dξdη II − ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,η) ∂ ∂η ( Gu ) dξdη III = 0.

We first compute, using the boundary condition and fast decay of the solution I = ∫_τ 0 [ G(z, τ, ξ, η) ∂u ∂ξ (x, ξ, η) ]_{ξ=+∞} ξ=γ(x,η) dη = − ∫_τ 0 G(z, τ, γ(x, η), η) ∂u ∂ξ (x, γ(x, η), η)dη = − ∫_τ 0 G(z, τ, γ(x, η), η)Ψ(x, η)u(x, γ(x, η), η)dη. Similarly, we get II = ∫_τ 0 [ u(x, ξ, η) ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, ξ, η) ]_{ξ=+∞} ξ=γ(x,η) dη = − ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)u(x, γ(x, η), η)dη. Let us assume for now that γ is smooth enough to be differentiated in time, which will be proved later; then ∫_{+∞} γ(x,η) ∂ ∂η ( Gu ) dξdη = ∂ ∂η ∫_{+∞} γ(x,η) G(z, τ, ξ, η)u(x, ξ, η)dξdη + ∂γ ∂η (x, η)G(z, τ, γ(x, η), η)u(x, γ(x, η), η) = ∂ ∂η ∫_{+∞} γ(x,η) G(z, τ, ξ, η)u(x, ξ, η)dξdη − Ψ(x, η)G(z, τ, γ(x, η), η)u(x, γ(x, η), η). Last, using that in the limit η → τ the heat kernel satisfies G(z, τ, ξ, η) = δ_{z=ξ}, the previous result yields III = [∫_{+∞} γ(x,η) G(z, τ, ξ, η)u(x, ξ, τ)dξ ]_{η=τ} η=0 − ∫_τ 0 G(z, τ, γ(x, η), η)Ψ(x, η)u(x, γ(x, η), η)dη

= u(x, z, τ) − ∫_{+∞} 0 G(z, τ, ξ, 0)u^0(x, ξ)dξ − ∫_τ 0 G(z, τ, γ(x, η), η)Ψ(x, η)u(x, γ(x, η), η)dη. Hence, we conclude u(x, z, τ) = ∫_{+∞} 0 G(z, τ, ξ, 0)u^0(x, ξ)dξ + ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)u(x, γ(x, η), η)dη. (2.4) Let us denote v(x, τ) = u(x, γ(x, τ), τ). Before passing to the limit z → γ(x, τ) to get the boundary condition, we handle with care the most singular term: by [17, Lem. 1, p. 217], as long as the function v is continuous and the function γ is Lipschitz with respect to the second variable (these regularity assumptions will be enforced by construction later on), we have for each x ∈ T^d lim z→γ(x,τ ) ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)v(x, η)dη = v(x, τ) 2 + ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η)v(x, η)dη. Hence, taking the limit z → γ(x, τ) in (2.4), we obtain v(x, τ) = 2 ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^0 (x, ξ)dξ + 2 ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η)v(x, η)dη. (2.5) Then, we take the average of (2.4) to deduce ū(x, τ) = ∫_{+∞} 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, 0)dzu^0 (x, ξ)dξ + ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)dz v(x, η)dη. (2.6) Last, the boundary γ(x, τ) satisfies γ(x, τ) = − ∫_τ 0 Φ ( α(η)W ∗ [ū(x, η) − γ(x, η)] + β(η) ) α(η)dη = − ∫_τ 0 Ψ(x, η)dη. (2.7) Hence, the triplet (v, γ, ū) satisfies the coupled Duhamel formulae (2.5)–(2.6)–(2.7) that we write in short as v(x, τ) = F_v [v, γ, ū](x, τ) γ(x, τ) = F_γ [v, γ, ū](x, τ) ū(x, τ) = F_ū[v, γ, ū](x, τ). (2.8)

2.3 Existence of a local solution A natural idea that is akin to the method used in [9] would be to look for a continuous solution of the closed system (2.5)-(2.6)-(2.7) by applying the Banach fixed point theorem in a closed bounded subspace of C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0])^3. An issue with this strategy is that we need slightly higher regularity for γ than for ū and v. Rather than including this regularity into the space, which would raise additional technical difficulties, it is more convenient to hide the equation for γ inside a two-component system for (v, ū) and derive some handy estimates on γ along the way. Let us consider τ_0 ∈ (0, 1]; the choice τ_0 ⩽ 1 is arbitrary and serves the sole purpose of estimating the contribution of the exterior input function B(t). We define the following mapping:

T : C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0])^2 → C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0])^2 (v, ū) → (F_v [v, γ, ū], F_ū[v, γ, ū]), (2.9)

where the function γ is the unique continuous solution of the initial value problem { ∂γ ∂τ (x, τ) = −Φ ( α(τ)W ∗ [ū(x, τ) − γ(x, τ)] + β(τ) ) α(τ), x ∈ T^d, τ ∈ (0, τ_0], γ(x, 0) = γ^0(x), x ∈ T^d, (2.10)

as we prove next.

Lemma 2.1. Assume Φ is locally Lipschitz and W ∈ L^1(T^d). Let m > 0 be a positive real number. There exists τ_0 ∈ (0, 1] small enough, depending only on Φ, β, W and m, such that for all ū ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0]) and γ^0 ∈ C^0(T^d) satisfying ‖ū‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ m, and ‖ γ^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d) ⩽ m 2 , there exists a unique solution γ ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0]) to (2.10), and for all x ∈ T^d, τ → γ(x, τ) is a C^1 function. Moreover, there exists a constant C_Ψ > 0 depending only on Φ, Ψ, ‖W ‖_L1 , m such that ‖ ‖∂γ ∂τ ‖ ‖ L^∞(T^d×[0,τ_0])

= ‖Ψ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ C_Ψ, and ‖γ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ m.

and, for all ū_1, ū_2 ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0]) satisfying ‖ū_1‖ , ‖ū_2‖ ⩽ m, if γ_1 and γ_2 are the respective solutions of (2.10), then for all τ ∈ (0, τ_0),

‖γ_1 − γ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ ])} ⩽ τC_Ψ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} .

Proof. Note first that α(τ) = e^{−t} ⩽ 1. Then, given ū ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0]), define the mapping

T_ū : C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0]) → C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0]), γ → γ̃, (2.11)

where γ̃(x, τ) = γ^0(x) − ∫_τ 0 Φ ( α(η)W ∗ [ū(x, η) − γ(x, η)] + β(η) ) α(η)dη. For any τ_1 ∈ (0, 1], define the space U_{τ1,m} = {γ ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_1]) | ‖γ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} ⩽ m}, We will prove that for τ_1 small enough, T_ū is a contraction on the complete metric space U_{τ1,m} endowed witht the norm ‖·‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} and therefore admits a unique fixed point γ, the solution to (2.10).

Let us prove first that T_ū (U_{τ1,m}) ⊂ U_{τ1,m} for τ_1 small enough. For all γ ∈ C^0(T^d ×[0, τ_1]), recalling that τ_1 ⩽ 1, we can write the bound |α(η)W ∗ [ū(x, η) − γ(x, η)] + β(η)| ⩽ 2 ‖W ‖_L1 m + ‖β‖_L∞_{(0,1)} =: C. Hence, taking into account (2.3) we have ‖Ψ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} ⩽ ‖Φ‖_L∞_{(0,C)} , and ‖T_ū(γ)‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} ⩽ ‖ γ^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d) + ∫_{τ1} 0 ‖Φ‖_L∞_{(0,C)} dη ⩽ m 2 + τ_1 ‖Φ‖_L∞_{(0,C)} .

If we choose τ_1 small enough with respect to Φ, β, ‖W ‖_L1 and m, then T_ū (U_{τ1,m}) ⊂ U_{τ1,m}.

Let us prove now that T_ū is a contraction for τ_1 small enough. Let γ_1, γ_2 ∈ U_{τ1,m}. The function Φ being locally Lipschitz, there exists a constant C_Φ depending only on C such that for all p_1, p_2 ∈ [−C, C], |Φ(p_1) − Φ(p_2)| ⩽ C_Φ|p_1 − p_2|. Therefore,

|T_ū(γ_1) − T_ū(γ_2)| ⩽ ∫_τ 0 | Φ(α(η)W ∗ [ū(x, η) − γ_1(x, η)] + β(η)) − Φ(α(η)W ∗ [ū(x, η) − γ_2(x, η)] + β(η)) | |dη ⩽ ∫_τ 0 C_Φ|W ∗ [γ_1 − γ_2](x, η)|dη ⩽ τ_1C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 ‖γ_1 − γ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} .

If τ_1 is small enough, then τ_1C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 < 1 and T_ū is a contraction on U_{τ1,m}. Hence, there exists a unique solution γ to (2.10) in C^0(T^d ×[0, τ_1]) and it satisfies ‖γ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} ⩽ m. For all x ∈ T^d, t → γ(x, t) is differentiable and admits the derivative Ψ. Since ū, γ ∈ C^0(T^d ×[0, τ_1]), Ψ ∈ C^0(T^d ×[0, τ_1]); thus t → γ(x, t) is a C^1 function on [0, τ_1]. The previous computations ensure that ‖ ‖ ‖∂γ ∂τ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞(T^d×[0,τ_1])

= ‖Ψ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} ⩽ C^1_Ψ(τ_1) := C(Φ, β, ‖W ‖_L1 , m, τ_1).

Last, considering two functions ū_1, ū_2 ∈ U_{τ1,m} and denoting γ_1, γ_2 the corresponding solutions, we compute like above

|γ_1 − γ_2| ⩽ ∫_τ 0 | |Φ(α(η)W ∗ [ū_1(x, η) − γ_1(x, η)] + β(η))

− Φ(α(η)W ∗ [ū_2(x, η) − γ_2(x, η)] + β(η)) | |dη ⩽ ∫_τ 0 C_Φ|W ∗ [ū_1 − ū_2 + γ_1 − γ_2](x, η)|dη

⩽ τC_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 ‖γ_1 − γ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ ])} + τC_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} .

Taking the supremum on T^d × [0, τ] in the left-hand side of the last inequality, we obtain

‖γ_1 − γ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ ])} ⩽ τ C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 1 − τ_1C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1

‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} .

By the previous choice of τ_1, we are sure that the division was allowed and that

C^2_Ψ(τ_1) :=

C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 1 − τ_1C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 > 0. The constants C^1_Ψ(τ_1), C^2_Ψ(τ_1) being non-increasing functions of τ_1, we can choose any τ_0 ∈ (0, τ_1) and use the constant C_Ψ = max(C^1_Ψ(τ_1), C^2_Ψ(τ_1)) as a bound that is independent of τ_0 small enough (smaller than τ_1), which concludes the proof of the lemma.

Remark 2.2 (Blow-up of the free boundary). In the previous lemma, we treated the case where the initial position of the boundary is not 0 and we can see in the proof that ‖ γ^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d) impacts the local existence

time τ_0. Note that, regardless of ū, it is easy to construct examples of blow-up of the free boundary: taking Φ(p) = p^2, γ^0 constant, W (x) ≡ 1, β ≡ 0, and ū ≡ 0, (2.10) reduces to γ^′(τ) = α(τ)^3γ(τ)^2. If the initial value of γ^0 is spatially constant and large enough, this equation blows-up in finite time before α(τ) has the chance to dampen the dynamics.

An initial position of the boundary which is not uniformly 0 allows us to take a solution of the Stefan problem at some time τ_0 and construct a new local solution on [τ_0, τ_1] from there. However, the initial position of the boundary would lead to unecessary technical difficulties in the following proofs. Therefore, we assume without loss of generality that γ^0 ≡ 0. This can be achieved by a change of variable z^′ = z − γ^0 and it comes with a minor modification of u^0. The effect of γ^0 upon the local time of existence is not lost in this process, for the new initial average ū^0(x) + γ^0(x) ‖ u^0(x) ‖ L^1(γ^0(x),+∞)

now bears it. This change of variables has to be done at each final time of the intervals in which the extension of the solution is performed.

Proposition 2.3. Assume Φ is locally Lipschitz, β ∈ C^0(R_+ ) and W ∈ L^1(T^d). For all compatible initial conditions u^0, there exists a unique maximal local-in-time solution (v, γ, ū) ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ^∗))^3 to the system (2.5)–(2.6)–(2.7). The maximal time of existence τ^∗ satisfies sup { τ ∈ R^∗_+ | sup_{x∈Td} max(|v(x, τ)|, |γ(x, τ)|, |ū(x, τ)|) < +∞ }. (2.12) Proof. For any τ_0 ∈ (0, 1] and m ∈ (0, +∞), consider the space

C_{τ0,m} = {w ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0])^2 | ‖w‖_∞ < m},

where for any w = (v, ū), we denote ‖w‖_∞ = max( ‖v‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} , ‖ū‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ). Let us choose m = max ( 2 ‖ u^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d×R_+) , ‖ zu^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d,L^1(R_+)) ) + 1.

We are going to proceed with the following steps.

1. Compute some preliminary upper bounds for quantities which appear a lot in the next steps.

2. Prove that with the choice of m above, if τ is small enough then T (C_{τ0,m}) ⊂ C_{τ0,m}.

3. Prove that if τ_0 is small enough, T is a contraction on C_{τ0,m}, i.e. there exists k ∈ (0, 1) such that

∀w_1, w_2 ∈ C_{τ0,m}, ‖T (w_1) − T (w_2)‖_∞ ⩽ k ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞

4. Apply the Banach fixed point theorem on C_{τ0,m} and conclude the existence of a local-in-time solution, then conclude that there is a maximal solution and a naturally associated criterion for finite maximal time.

Step 1. Derive preliminary estimates.- By Lemma 2.1 and owing to ‖ū‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ m, we have the Lipschitz bound |γ(x, τ) − γ(x, η)| ⩽ C_Ψ|τ − η|. (2.13) Moreover, we compute | | | ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, ξ, η) | | = 1 2 √ 4π |z − ξ| |τ − η|^32 e^{− (z−ξ)} 2 4(τ −η) . (2.14)

Combined with the estimate (2.13), it yields ∫_τ 0 | | | ∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η) | | | dη ⩽ C_Ψ 2 √ 4π ∫_τ 0 1 √ τ − η dη = C_Ψ 2 √ π √ τ. (2.15)

Then, given ū_1, ū_2 ∈ C_{τ0,m}, γ_1, γ_2 the associated boundary positions and denoting for i = 1, 2,

Ψ_i = Φ ( α(τ)W ∗ [ū_i(x, τ) − γ_i(x, τ)] + β(τ) ) α(τ), (2.16)

we can apply Lemma 2.1 and parts of its proof in order to conclude that there exists K_Ψ > 0 depending only on Φ, ‖W ‖_L1 , β, m such that

‖Ψ_1 − Ψ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ K_Ψ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} . (2.17)

In view of the formula (2.6) for ū, we also pre-compute some of the integrals involved in order to make our life more convenient later on. Let us recall first that, given the error function

erf(z) = 2 √ π ∫_z 0 e^{−y2} dy ∈ (−1, 1), for all σ > 0, μ ∈ R, we have ∫_{+∞} 0 e^{− (y−μ)} 2 2σ dy = √ πσ 2 ( 1 + erf ( μ √ 2σ )) . (2.18)

Using (2.18), we compute ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, η)dz = ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z 1 √ 4π(τ − η) e^{− (z−ξ)} 2 4(τ −η) dz

= √ τ − η √ π (∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) 2(z − ξ) 1 4(τ − η) e^{− (z−ξ)} 2 4(τ −η) dz

+ ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) 2ξ 1 4(τ − η) e^{− (z−ξ)} 2 4(τ −η) dz )

= √ τ − η √ π ([ −e^{− (z−ξ)} 2 4(τ −η) ]_{z=+∞} z=γ(x,τ ) + ξ 2(τ − η) ∫_{+∞} 0 e^{− (ω+γ(x,τ )−ξ)} 2 4(τ −η) dω )

= √ τ − η √ π e^{− (ξ−γ(x,τ ))} 2 4(τ −η) + ξ √ π(τ − η) 2 √ π(τ − η) ( 1 + erf ( ξ − γ(x, τ) 2 √ τ − η )) , which yields ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, η)dz = √ τ − η π e^{− (ξ−γ(x,τ ))} 2 4(τ −η) + ξ 2 ( 1 + erf ( ξ − γ(x, τ) 2 √ τ − η )) . (2.19)

We also compute by integration by parts and application of (2.18), ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)dz = ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z 2(z − γ(x, η)) ( 4π(τ − η) ) 3_2 e^− (z−γ(x,η))2 4(τ −η) dz

= 1 √ 4π(τ − η) ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z 2(z − γ(x, η)) 4(τ − η) e^{− (z−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) dz

= −1 √ 4π(τ − η) ([ ze^{− (z−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) ]_{z=+∞} z=γ(x,τ ) − ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) e^{− (z−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) dz )

= 1 √ 4π(τ − η) ( γ(x, τ)e^{− (γ(x,τ )−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) + ∫_{+∞} 0 e^{− (ω+γ(x,τ )−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) dω ) , which in combination with (2.18) becomes ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)dz = 1 √ 4π(τ − η) γ(x, τ)e^{− (γ(x,τ )−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) + 1 2 ( 1 + erf ( γ(x, η) − γ(x, τ) 2 √ τ − η )) . (2.20)

Last, we want to estimate terms of the form |G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η)| = 1 √ 4π(τ − η) | |e^{− (γ1 (x,τ )−γ1(x,η))2} 4(τ −η) − e− (γ2 (x,τ )−γ2(x,η))2 4(τ −η) | | . Let us introduce for this purpose the function (x, τ) → λ(x, τ) = γ_1(x, τ) − γ_2(x, τ), which satisfies ∂_τ λ = Ψ_1 − Ψ_2, where Ψ_i is defined in (2.16). We apply the Lipschitz inequality (2.13), the mean value theorem to λ and (2.17), leading to | |(γ_1(x, τ) − γ_1(x, η))^2 − (γ_2(x, τ) − γ_2(x, η))^2 | | = | γ_1(x, τ) − γ_1(x, η) + γ_2(x, η) − γ_2(x, τ) | | λ(x, τ) − λ(x, η) | ⩽ 2C_Ψ|τ − η| ‖ ‖ ‖ ∂λ ∂τ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td×[0,τ0])} |τ − η| ⩽ 2C_Ψ ‖Ψ_1 − Ψ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} |τ − η|^2

⩽ 2C_ΨK_Ψ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} |τ − η|τ_0.

Since the exponential function is 1-Lipschitz on (−∞, 0], if we denote C_λ =^1_2 C_ΨK_Ψ, the previous bound yields | | |e^− (γ1(x,τ )−γ1(x,η))2 4(τ −η) − e− (γ2(x,τ )−γ2(x,η))2 4(τ −η) | | | ⩽ C^λ τ^0 ‖w^1 − w^2‖∞ . (2.21)

We have thus proved |G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η)| ⩽ C_λ τ_0 √ 4π(τ − η) ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ . (2.22)

Step 2. Prove that T (C_{τ0,m}) ⊂ C_{τ0,m} for τ_0 small enough.- Consider m defined in the beginning of the proof. Let w = (v, ū) ∈ C_{τ0,m} and denote T (w) = (ṽ, ũ).

We use the decomposition ṽ = 2(V_1 + V_2),

with

V_1 = ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^0 (x, ξ)dξ, V_2 = ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η)v(x, η)dη. We have first |V_1| ⩽ ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)dξ ⩽ ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ . Then, owing to (2.15), we can write |V_2| ⩽ m ∫_τ 0 | |∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η) | | dη ⩽ mC^Ψ 2 √ π √ τ_0.

In the same vein, we write for the second component

ũ = U_1 + U_2,

where

U_1 = ∫_{+∞} 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, 0)dzu^0 (x, ξ)dξ, U_2 = ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)dzv(x, η)dη. Using (2.19) with η = 0 and (2.18), we can perform the bounds |U_1| ⩽ ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ ∫_{+∞} 0 √ τ π e^{− (ξ−γ(x,τ ))} 2 4τ dξ + ∫_{+∞} 0 | | | ξ 2 ( 1 + erf ( ξ − γ(x, τ) 2 √ τ )) u^0(x, ξ) | | | dξ ⩽ ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ √ τ π ∫_{+∞} 0 e^{− (ξ−γ(x,τ ))} 2 4τ dξ + ∫_{+∞} 0 | ξu^0(x, ξ) | dξ ⩽ ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ √ τ π √ πτ ( 1 + erf ( γ(x, τ) √ 4τ )) + sup_{x∈Td} ∫_{+∞} 0 | ξu^0(x, ξ) | dξ ⩽ 2 ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ τ_0 + sup_{x∈Td} ∫_{+∞} 0 | ξu^0(x, ξ) | dξ. Eventually, we have |U_2| ⩽ m ∫_τ 0 | | | ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)dz | | | dη. By (2.20), | | | ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)dz | | | ⩽ |γ(x, τ)| √ 4π(τ − η) + 1 ⩽ ‖γ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} √ 4π(τ − η) + 1,

Thereby, by Lemma 2.1 we conclude |U_2| ⩽ m^2 √ π √ τ_0 + mτ_0.

Collecting the four previous bounds for V_1, V_2, U_1, U_2, we obtain ‖ṽ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ 2 ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ + mC_Ψ 2 √ π √ τ_0 and ‖ũ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ ‖ ‖zu^0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td,L1(R+))} + ( m^2 √ π + [ 2 ‖ ‖u^0 ‖ ‖_∞ + m] √τ_0 ) √ τ_0.

Therefore, if τ_0 is chosen small enough, ‖T (w)‖_∞ ⩽ m and T (C_{τ0,m}) ⊂ C_{τ0,m}.

Step 3. Prove that T is a contraction on C_{τ0,m} for τ_0 small enough.-

Let w_1 = (v_1, ū_1) ∈ C_{τ0,m} and w_2 = (v_2, ū_2) ∈ C_{τ0,m} two initial elements of our functional space with

their associated boundary functions γ_1, γ_2 and let us denote T (w_1) = (ṽ_1, ũ_1), T (w_2) = (ṽ_2, ũ_2).

We use the same decompositions as in step 2:

ṽ_1 = 2(V^1_1 + V^1_2 ), ũ_1 = U^1_1 + U^1_2 , and ṽ_2 = 2(V^2_1 + V^2_2 ), ũ_2 = U^2_1 + U^2_2 .

We are going to pair each of these terms and prove that each one of those pairs can be bounded from

above, for τ_0 small enough, by k ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ with k =^1_8 or k =^1_4 . Our first pair is

V^1_1 − V^2_1 = ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^0 (x, ξ) − ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^0(x, ξ)dξdξ. We bound it from above,

|V^1_1 − V^2_1 | = ‖ u^0 ‖ ∞ ∫_{+∞} 0 |G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0) − G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)| dξ. By the mean value theorem, for all ξ ∈ R_+ , for all τ ∈ [0, τ_0], for all x ∈ T^d, there exists μ ∈

[min(γ_1(x, τ), γ_2(x, τ)), max(γ_1(x, τ), γ_2(x, τ))] such that |G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0) − G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)| ⩽ | | | ∂G ∂z (μ, τ, ξ, 0) | | | |γ^1(x, τ) − γ^2(x, τ)|. Furthermore, using the inequality ye^{−y2} ⩽ e^{− y2}2 , we have | | | ∂G ∂z (μ, τ, ξ, 0) | | | = |ξ − μ| 4 √ πτ^32 e^{− (ξ−μ)} 2 4τ ⩽ 1 2 √ πτ e^{− (ξ−μ)} 2 8τ = √ 2 √ τ G(μ, 2τ, ξ, 0).

The three previous inequalities, Lemma 2.1 and ∫_{+∞} 0 G(μ, 2τ, ξ, 0)dξ ⩽ 1 yield the following bounds

|V^1_1 − V^2_1 | ⩽ ‖u_0‖_∞ √ 2 √ τ ∫_{+∞} 0 G(μ, 2τ, ξ, 0)dξ ‖γ_1 − γ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ ])} ⩽ √ 2 ‖u_0‖_∞ √ τ τ C_Ψ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ √ 2 ‖u_0‖_∞ C_Ψ √ τ_0 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

Hence, choosing τ_0 small enough, we can ensure that

|V^1_1 − V^2_1 | ⩽ 1 8 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ . (2.23)

The second pair is none other than

V^1_2 − V^2_2 = ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η)v_1(x, η)dη − ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η)v_2(x, η)dη, that we readily decompose into V^1_2 − V^2_2 = J_a + J_b, with

J_a = ∫_τ 0 ( ∂G ∂ξ (γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − ∂G ∂ξ (γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η) ) v_1(x, η)dη, J_b = ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η) ( v_1(x, η) − v_2(x, η) ) dη. We first write |J_a| ⩽ m ∫_τ 0 | | | ∂G ∂ξ (γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − ∂G ∂ξ (γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η) | | | dη. We notice that | | | ∂G ∂ξ (γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − ∂G ∂ξ (γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η) | | | = 1 2 | |γ1(x, τ) − γ1(x, η) τ − η G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − γ_2(x, τ) − γ_2(x, η) τ − η G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η) | | ⩽ 1 2 | |(γ^1(x, τ) − γ^1(x, η)) − (γ^2(x, τ) − γ^2(x, η)) τ − η | | G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) + |γ_2(x, τ) − γ_2(x, η)| 2(τ − η) | G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η) | . First, by the mean value theorem and inequality (2.17), there exists μ ∈ [η, τ] such that 1 2 | | | (γ_1(x, τ) − γ_1(x, η)) − (γ_2(x, τ) − γ_2(x, η)) τ − η | | | = |Ψ^1(x, μ) − Ψ^2(x, μ)| ⩽ K_Ψ 2 ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} .

Then, by the Lipschitz estimate (2.13) and (2.22), |γ_2(x, τ) − γ_2(x, η)| 2(τ − η) | G(γ_1(x, τ), τ, γ_1(x, η), η) − G(γ_2(x, τ), τ, γ_2(x, η), η) |

⩽ C_ΨC_λ τ_0 2 √ 4π(τ − η) ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

Integrating in time the two final bounds of the difference of the derivatives of G, we find |J_a| ⩽ m 2 √ π (C_ΨC_λτ_0 + K_Ψ) √ τ_0 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

The bound of J_b falls without much fight under the fire of our preliminary inequality (2.15): |J_b| ⩽ C_Ψ 2 √ π √ τ_0 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

Taking τ_0 small enough with respect to the constants involved in the J_a and J_b bounds shall suffice to obtain |V^1_2 − V^2_2 | ⩽ 1 8 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ . (2.24)

Spawning now on this page with a double spatial integral, the third pair is

U^1_1 − U^2_1 = ∫_{+∞} 0 ∫_{+∞} γ_1(x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, 0)dzu^0 (x, ξ)dξ − ∫_{+∞} 0 ∫_{+∞} γ_2(x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, 0)dzu^0 (x, ξ)dξ. We first notice that by (2.17), |γ_1(x, τ) − γ_2(x, τ)| ⩽ ∫_τ 0 |Ψ_1(x, η) − Ψ_2(x, η)|dη ⩽ K_Ψτ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} .

Then, bearing in mind that by Lemma 2.1, ‖γ_i‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} ⩽ m , i = 1, 2, we compute

|U^1_1 − U^2_1 | = | | | ∫_{+∞} 0 ∫_{γ2(x,τ )} γ_1(x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, 0)dzu^0 (x, ξ)dξ | | | ⩽ ∫_{+∞} 0 u^0(x, ξ)dξ|γ_1(x, τ) − γ_2(x, τ)| sup (z,ξ)∈[γ_1(x,τ ),γ_2(x,τ )]×R_+ |zG(z, τ, ξ, 0)| ⩽ ‖ ‖u^0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td,L1(R+))} K_Ψτ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_{L∞(Td×[0,τ0])} m 2 √ πτ ⩽ ‖ u^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d,L^1(R_+)) KΨ √ τ_0 m 2 √ π ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

Hence, for τ_0 small enough, we harvest

|U^1_1 − U^2_1 | ⩽ 1 4 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ . (2.25)

Last but not least, our fourth pair comes under the very form

U^1_2 − U^2_2 = ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ_1(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_1(x, η), η)dzv_1 (x, η)dη − ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ_2(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_2(x, η), η)dzv_2 (x, η)dη, and it shall suffer the same fate as its predecessors, being divided into U^1_2 − U^2_2 = K_a + K_b, with

K_a = ∫_τ 0 (∫_{+∞} γ_1(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_1(x, η), η)dz − ∫_{+∞} γ_2(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_2(x, η), η)dz ) v_1(x, η)dη, K_b = ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ_2(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_2(x, η), η)dz ( v_1(x, η) − v_2(x, η) ) dη. Using (2.20), the fact that erf is 1-Lipschitz and |γ_2(x, τ)| ⩽ m, we obtain | | | ∫_{+∞} γ_1(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_1(x, η), η)dz − ∫_{+∞} γ_2(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_2(x, η), η)dz | | |

⩽ 1 √ 4π(τ − η) | |γ_1(x, τ)e^{− (γ1 (x,τ )−γ1(x,η))2} 4(τ −η) − γ2(x, τ)e− (γ2 (x,τ )−γ2(x,η))2 4(τ −η) | | + 1 2 | | |erf ( γ_1(x, η) − γ_1(x, τ) 2 √ τ − η ) − erf ( γ_2(x, η) − γ_2(x, τ) 2 √ τ − η )| | | ⩽ 1 √ 4π(τ − η) ( |γ_1(x, τ) − γ_2(x, τ)| e^{− (γ1 (x,τ )−γ1(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η)

+ |γ_2(x, τ)| | | |e^{− (γ1(x,τ )−γ1(x,η))2} 4(τ −η) − e− (γ2(x,τ )−γ2(x,η))2 4(τ −η) | | | )

+ 1 √ π |γ_1(x, τ) − γ_2(x, τ) + γ_1(x, η) − γ_2(x, η)| 2 √ τ − η ⩽ 1 √ 4π(τ − η) ( |γ_1(x, τ) − γ_2(x, τ)| + m | | |e^− (γ1 (x,τ )−γ1(x,η))2 4(τ −η) − e− (γ2 (x,τ )−γ2(x,η))2 4(τ −η) | | | )

+ 1 √ π |γ_1(x, τ) − γ_2(x, τ)| + |γ_1(x, η) − γ_2(x, η)| 2 √ τ − η Then, applying Lemma 2.1 and (2.21), we progress to | | | ∫_{+∞} γ_1(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_1(x, η), η)dz − ∫_{+∞} γ_2(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_2(x, η), η)dz | | | ⩽ 1 √ 4π(τ − η) ( τ C_Ψ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} + mC_λ τ_0 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ )

+ 1 √ π 2 τ_0 C_Ψ ‖ū_1 − ū_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} 2 √ τ − η ⩽ τ_0 2 √ π(τ − η) [3C_Ψ + mC_λ] ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

Integrating over [0, τ] the last expression, we obtain |K_a| ⩽ 1 √ π [3C_Ψ + mC_λ] τ^{32}_0 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

Regarding K_b, note that ∫_{+∞} γ_2(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ_2(x, η), η)dz ⩽ ‖γ_2‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} √ 4π(τ − η) + 1.

Consequently, we claim |K_b| ⩽ ( m √ π + √ τ_0 ) √ τ_0 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ .

Imposing for the last time adequate smallness upon τ_0, we get down to

|U^1_2 − U^2_2 | ⩽ 1 4 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ . (2.26)

Collecting now the fruits of our efforts in the form of inequalities (2.23), (2.24), (2.25) and (2.26), we reach the conclusion we longed after:

‖T (w_1) − T (w_2)‖_∞ ⩽ 1 2 ‖w_1 − w_2‖_∞ . (2.27)

Step 4. Existence of a maximal solution.- We can then apply the Banach fixed point theorem and conclude that there exists a small time τ_0 > 0 depending only on m, β, W , Φ and u^0, and a unique local-in-time solution (v, γ, ū) to (2.5)–(2.6)–(2.7) on T^d × [0, τ_0]. By successive applications of the Banach fixed point theorem (the new u^0 is given by application of (2.4)) we can extend this solution to a unique maximal solution on the time interval [0, τ^∗), τ^∗ ∈ (0, +∞]. As we mentioned before this proof, each time we extend the solution on the next time interval, say from [τ_k, τ_{k+1}] to [τ_{k+1}, τ_{k+2}], we start by changing the variable z so as to obtain γ(·, τ_{k+1}) ≡ 0 in order to apply our construction. We reason by contradiction and assume that both τ^∗ < +∞ and sup τ ∈[0,τ^∗) sup_{x∈Td} max(|v(x, τ)|, |γ(x, τ)|, |ū(x, τ)|) < +∞ } = Λ < +∞ hold. Then by (2.4), there exists a constant C(Λ, u^0) such that for all τ_1 ∈ [0, τ^∗), ‖u(·, ·, τ_1)‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×R+)} ⩽ C(Λ, u^0) and for all x ∈ T^d, ‖z → zu(x, z, τ_1)‖_L∞_{(T}d_{,L}1_{(γ(x,τ1),+∞))} ⩽ C(Λ, u^0). Then we can do the proof above with m̃ = K(Λ, u^0) depending only on Λ, Φ, B, W , u^0. The existence time τ_2 for the local solution arising from u(·, ·, τ_1) depends on K(Λ, u^0) and not on τ_1; thereby, we can choose τ_1 = τ^∗ − ε for ε positive and small enough and the initial condition (v(x, τ^∗ − ε), γ(x, τ^∗ − ε), ū(x, τ^∗ − ε)) and obtain a contradiction with the maximality of τ^∗.

We can then exploit the Duhamel formula (2.4) and deduce the following existence result for the solution u of (2.3).

Theorem 2.4. Assume Φ is locally Lipschitz, β ∈ C^0(R_+ ) and W ∈ L^1(T^d). For all compatible initial conditions u^0, there exists a unique maximal local-in-time solution

u ∈ C^0(T^d × Ω_{z,τ} ) ∩ C^{0,2,1}(T^d × Ω̊_{z,τ} )

of (2.3), where Ω_{z,τ} = {(z, τ) | γ(x, τ) ⩽ z < +∞, 0 ⩽ τ < τ^∗}. and Ω̊_{z,τ} is the interior of Ω_{z,τ} . Moreover, for all τ ∈ [0, τ^∗), u(·, ·, τ) and ∂_zu(·, ·, τ) are fast-decaying.

Proof. We first apply Proposition 2.3 and obtain a maximal continuous solution (v, γ, ū). Then, using the Duhamel formula (2.4) we can recover the solution u(x, z, τ) = ∫_{+∞} 0 G(z, τ, ξ, 0)u^0(x, ξ)dξ + ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ(x, η), η)v(x, η)dη. of (2.3). We can now consider v(x, τ) and Ψ(x, τ) as exterior continuous functions and thus the properties of the heat kernel G imply the interior smoothness.

Remark 2.5. Note that we have also C^1 regularity in z of the solution near the boundary: since Ψ is continuous and ∂u ∂z (x, γ(x, τ), τ) = Ψ(x, τ)u(x, γ(x, τ), τ), then ∂_zu is continuous up to the boundary. To get C^2 regularity near the boundary by a bootstrap argument, we would need Ψ, and hence Φ, to be C^1. For smoother Φ and β, we can get more smoothness up to the boundary.

We conclude this subsection with a local existence result in the original variables of (1.1)-(1.2).

Theorem 2.6. Assume Φ is locally Lipschitz, B ∈ C^0(R_+ ) and W ∈ L^1(T^d). For all compatible initial conditions ρ^0, (1.1)-(1.2) admits a unique maximal local-in-time solution in the sense of Definition 1.4.

2.4 Global-in-time existence If we choose a function Φ which is globally Lipschitz and not just locally Lipschitz, then the only possible obstruction for global-in-time existence is blowup of either v or ū. Note that we have the original variables correspondences ρ(x, 0, t) = 1 √ σ e^{tτc} v ( x, 1 2 (e^{2tτc} − 1) ) , (2.28) ρ̄(x, t) = √ σe^{− tτ}c ( ū ( x, 1 2 (e^{2tτ}c − 1) ) − γ ( x, 1 2 (e^{2tτ}c − 1) )) , (2.29)

where v, γ, ū are obtained with τ_c = σ = 1 and the modified W̃ , Φ̃previously described.

We will also make good use of a weaker formulation of our problem. Consider a solution ρ to (1.1); for any test function h ∈ C^2(R_+ ) with at most polynomial growth, we obtain by integration by parts and applying the boundary condition, ∀x ∈ T^d, τ_c ∂ ∂t ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ(x, s, t)ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 [ (Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t) − s) dh ds (s) + σ d^2h ds^2 (s) ] ρ(x, s, t)ds + σ dh ds (0)ρ(x, 0, t), (2.30)

where Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t) = Φ(W ∗ ρ̄(x, t) + B(t)). Let us now prove that if the value ρ(x, 0, t) at the boundary is controlled uniformly in time, then we also have control over the average ρ̄.

Lemma 2.7. Assume Φ is globally Lipschitz, B ∈ C^0(R_+ ) and W ∈ L^1(T^d). Let ρ be a solution of (1.1)-(1.2) in the sense of Definition 1.4. Let T, C_T > 0 such that for all t ∈ [0, T ], for all x ∈ T^d, |ρ(x, 0, t)| ⩽ C_T . Then, there exists a constant C̄_T depending only on T , C_T , Φ, B, L^d, σ, W and ‖ ‖ρ̄^0 ‖ ‖_∞ such that ∀t ∈ [0, T ], ∀x ∈ T^d, |ρ̄(x, t)| ⩽ C̄_T . If instead we assume that there exists one point x_0 ∈ T^d such that for all t ∈ [0, T ], |ρ(x_0, 0, t)| ⩽ C_T and Φ(x_0, t) ⩽ C_T , then, there exists a constant C̄_T depending only on T , C_T , L^d, σ and ‖ ρ̄^0 ‖ ∞ such that ∀t ∈ [0, T ], |ρ̄(x_0, t)| ⩽ C̄_T . Proof. Applying (2.30) with h(s) = s and using the conservation of mass property, we obtain τ_c ∂ρ̄ ∂t (x, t) = −ρ̄(x, t) + Φ(W ∗ ρ̄(x, t) + B(t)) L^d + σρ(x, 0, t). (2.31) We denote again C_Φ the Lipschitz constant of Φ. Let T_1 ∈ (0, T ] such that

T_1 < L^d L^d + C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 . For all t ∈ [0, T_1], we integrate (2.31) and use the available bounds to obtain ‖ρ̄(·, t)‖_L∞_{(T}d_) ⩽ ‖ ‖ρ̄^0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} + 1 τ_c ∫_t 0 ‖ ‖ρ̄(·, t^′) ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} dt^′ + 1 τ_cL^d C_Φ ∫_t 0 ( ‖W ‖_L1 ‖ ‖ρ̄(·, t^′) ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} + ‖B‖_{L∞([0,T ])} ) dt^′ + 1 τ_c σC_T T_1.

Taking the supremum on [0, T_1] on both sides and under the integrals, we obtain ‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,T1])} ⩽ ‖ ‖ρ̄^0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} + T^1 τ_c ‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,T1])} + 1 τ_cL^d C_ΦT_1 ( ‖W ‖_L1 ‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,T1])} + ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T ])} ) + σC_T T_1 τ_c . Hence, we have

‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,T1])} ⩽ ‖ ρ̄^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d) +

C_ΦT_1 τ_cL^d ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T ])} +^{σCT T1}_{τc} 1 −^{T1}_{τc} ( 1 +^{CΦ‖W ‖L1}_{Ld} ) .

Let N the smallest integer such that NT_1 ⩾ T ; we can deduce by iteration and majorations that

‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,T ])} ⩽ ‖ ‖ρ̄0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} + N C^ΦT^1 τ_cL^d ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T ])} +^N_{τc} σC_T T_1 ( 1 −^{T1}_{τc} ( 1 +^{CΦ‖W ‖L1}_{Ld} ))_N =: C̄T .

In the second case, we simply consider Φ(W ∗ ρ̄(x, t) + B(t)) as an external function and write for the specific point x, ρ̄(x, t) = ρ̄(x, 0)e^{− tτ}c + 1 τ_c ∫_t 0 e^t ′−t τc ( Φ(W ∗ ρ̄(x, t^′) + B(t^′)) L^d + σρ(x, 0, t^′) ) dt^′, which leads to ρ̄(x, t) ⩽ ρ̄(x, 0)e^{− tτ}c + C_T 1 + σL^d L^d (1 − e^{− tτ}c ) ⩽ ‖ ‖ρ̄^0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} + C_T 1 + σL^d L^d .

Then, we obtain the opposite control of the boundary value from bounds over the average.

Lemma 2.8. Assume Φ is globally Lipschitz, B ∈ C^0(R_+ ) and W ∈ L^1(T^d). Let ρ be a solution of (1.1)-(1.2) in the sense of Definition 1.4. Let T, C̄_T > 0 such that for all t ∈ [0, T ], for all x ∈ T^d, |ρ̄(x, t)| ⩽ C̄_T . Then, there exists a constant C_T depending only on T , C̄_T , Φ, B, σ, W and ρ̄^0 such that ∀t ∈ [0, T ], ∀x ∈ T^d, |ρ(x, 0, t)| ⩽ C_T . Proof. We proceed in modified variables by looking at the equation satisfied by v: v(x, τ) = 2 ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^0 (x, ξ)dξ + 2 ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η)v(x, η)dη, (2.32) where γ(x, τ) = − ∫_τ 0 Ψ(x, η)dη, Ψ(x, τ) = 1 √ σ Φ ( α(τ) 1 √ σ W ∗ [ū(x, τ) − γ(x, τ)] + β(τ) ) α(τ). By hypothesis and Lemma 2.1, there exists a constant C_1 such that for all τ ∈ [0, τ^∗], for all x ∈ T^d, Ψ(x, τ) ⩽ C_1. Recalling the estimate (2.15), there exists a constant C_2 such that ∫_τ 0 | | ∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η) | | dη ⩽ C_2√τ.

Consider τ^∗ =^1_2 (e^{2tτ}c − 1) and let τ_1 ⩽ τ^∗ such that 2C_2 √ τ_1 < 1. Then, for all τ ∈ [0, τ_1], for all x ∈ T^d, we have v(x, τ) ⩽ 2 ‖ u^0 ‖ L^∞(T^d×R_+) + 2C2 √ τ_1 ‖v‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} .

Taking the supremum on x, τ in the left-hand side of the previous inequality yields ‖v‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ1])} ⩽ 2 ‖ ‖u0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td×R+)} 1 − 2C_2 √ τ_1 . Let N be the smallest integer such that Nτ_1 ⩾ τ^∗; we deduce by iteration and majorations ‖v‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ} ∗_{])} ⩽ 2 ‖ ‖u0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td×R+)} ( 1 − 2C_2 √ τ_1

)_N =: C3.

We eventually apply (2.28): ρ(x, 0, t) = 1 √ σ e^{tτ}c v ( x, 1 2 (e^{2tτ}c − 1) ) ⩽ 1 √ σ e^{Tτ}c C_3 := C_T .

We can now state and prove the following global existence result.

Theorem 2.9. Assume Φ is globally Lipschitz, B ∈ C^0(R_+ ), W ∈ L^1(T^d), and that ρ^0 is a compatible initial condition. Then, (1.1)-(1.2) admits a unique global-in-time solution ρ in the sense of Definition 1.4.

Proof. Consider a local solution ρ over the maximal time interval [0, T^∗), T^∗ ∈ (0, +∞]. If we consider Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t) as an external input, the maximum principle for the linear Fokker-Planck equation implies that ρ is non-negative. As a consequence, ρ̄(x, t) and ρ(x, 0, t) must remain non-negative as well. In modified variables, due to the equivalence formulae above, v(x, τ) is also positive but not necessarily ū(x, τ). Let us denote by C_Φ the Lipschitz coefficient of Φ.

Assume for the sake of contradiction that T^∗ is finite. Note that we can always choose T^∗ as small as we want without loss of generality by changing the initial time to T^∗ − ε and taking the new initial condition ρ(·, T^∗ − ε), for some small ε; then this solution blows-up at time ε. We proceed with tge proof in the following steps.

1. Assume the average ρ̄ and the boundary value ρ(·, 0, ·) are uniformly bounded on [0, T^∗) and conclude that the free boundary position is then uniformly bounded.

2. Prove a uniform bound on [0, T^∗) for the average ρ̄.

3. Use Lemma 2.8 and step 1 to get bounds on all the quantities involved in condition (2.12) for the maximal time of existence.

Step 1. Conditional bound for the free boundary.- Assume ρ̄ and ρ(·, 0, ·) (respectively ū and v) are uniformly bounded on [0, T^∗) (respectively [0, τ^∗), τ^∗ =^1_2 (e^{2 T} ∗ τc − 1)). For all t ∈ [0, τ^∗), |γ(x, τ)| = | |γ^0(x) − ∫_τ 0 1 √ σ Φ ( α(η) 1 √ σ W ∗ [ū(x, η) − γ(x, η)] + β(η) ) α(η)dη | | ⩽ ‖ γ^0 ‖ ∞ + T^∗C_Φ √ σ ( ‖W ‖_L1 √ σ ( ‖ū‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ} ∗_{))} + ‖γ(·, t)‖_L∞_{(T}d_) ) + ‖β‖_L∞_{([0,τ} ∗_{])} ) .

Rearranging, taking the supremum on the left-hand side and choosing T^∗ small enough without loss of generality (as explained above), we obtain the uniform bound ‖γ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ} ∗_{))} ⩽ √ σ ‖ ‖γ^0 ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} + T^∗C_Φ (_{‖W ‖L1√} σ ‖ū‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ} ∗_{))} + ‖β‖_L∞_{([0,τ} ∗_{])} ) √ σ − T^∗C_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 . Step 2. Bound for the average ρ̄.- Consider a test function h ∈ C^2([0, +∞)) satisfying • h is increasing on [0, +∞);

• ∀s ∈ [1, +∞), h(s) = s;

• h(0) = dh ds (0) = 0.

Hence, there exist constants C^1_h, C^2_h > 0 such that ‖ ‖dh ds (s) ‖ ‖ L^∞(R_+)

⩽ C^1_h, and ‖ ‖d^2h ds^2 (s) ‖ ‖ L^∞(R_+) ⩽ C^2_h. Applying (2.30) to this function h, we obtain ∀x ∈ T^d, ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ(x, s, t)ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^0(x, s)ds 1 τ_c ∫_t 0 ∫_{+∞} 0 [ (Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t^′) − s) dh ds (s) + σ d^2h ds^2 (s) ] ρ(x, s, t^′)dsdt^′, (2.33) and applying the bounds on the derivative of h, it give us for all x ∈ T^d, ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ(x, s, t)ds ⩽ ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^0(x, s)ds + 1 τ_c ∫_t 0 ( C^1_h L^d |Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t^′)| + σC^2_h L^d ) dt^′ ⩽ ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^0(x, s)ds + 1 τ_c ∫_t 0 ( C^1_hC_Φ L^d (‖W ‖_L1 ‖ρ̄(·, t)‖_L∞_{(T}d_) + ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T} ∗_{))} + σC^2_h L^d ) dt^′ ⩽ ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^0(x, s)ds + T^∗ τ_cL^d ( C^1_hC_Φ ( ‖W ‖_L1 ‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,t))} + ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T} ∗_{))} ) + σC^2_h ) . Now, we notice that ρ̄(x, t) = ∫_1 0 sρ(x, s, t)ds + ∫_{+∞} 1 h(s)ρ(x, s, t)ds ⩽ 1 L^d + ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ(x, s, t)ds. Therefore, we have ρ̄(x, t) ⩽ 1 L^d + ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^0(x, s)ds + T^∗ τ_cL^d ( C^1_hC_Φ ( ‖W ‖_L1 ‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,t))} + ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T} ∗_{))} ) + σC^2_h ) . Assuming T^∗ is small enough and taking the supremum on T^d ×[0, t] in the left-hand side, we eventually get ‖ρ̄‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,t))} ⩽ τ_c + τ_cL^d ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^0(x, s)ds + σC^2_hT^∗ + C^1_hC_ΦT^∗ ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T} ∗_{))} τ_cL^d − T^∗C^1_hC_Φ ‖W ‖_L1 . Letting t tend to T^∗, we obtain a uniform bound for ρ̄: ∀(x, t) ∈ T^d × [0, T^∗), ρ̄ ⩽ C_T ∗ .

Step 3. Reaching the contradiction.- Since we have a bound for the average, we can apply Lemma 2.8 and obtain a uniform bound for the boundary term ρ(x, 0, t) on T^d ×[0, T^∗). Step 1 then also provides a uniform bound for γ on T^d × [0, T^∗). By condition (2.12), these three uniform bounds constitute a contradiction with the finiteness of T^∗.

Remark 2.10. It can be checked by looking at (2.4) in modified variables that this global-in-time solution propagates many properties of the initial condition for all times. Like previously noted in Remark 2.5, if the functions Φ and B are C^∞, then the global solution ρ becomes smooth up to the boundary for any strictly positive time.

2.5 Uniform bounds when Φ is of constant sign When we know the sign of the function Φ, we can establish more precise bounds on the two main quantities ρ̄(x, t) and ρ(x, 0, t). The case Φ ⩾ 0 is quite natural in computational neuroscience.

Lemma 2.11. Assume Φ is globally Lipschitz, B ∈ C^0(R_+ ), W ∈ L^1(T^d), and ρ^0 is a compatible initial condition. If Φ is non-negative, then ∀t ∈ R_+ , ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ(x, 0, t) ⩽ 1 L^d √ 2 πσ 1 √ 1 − e^{− 2tτ}c . (2.34)

For all T ∈ R^∗_+ , there exists C̄_T such that ∀t ∈ [0, T ], ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ̄(x, t) ⩽ C̄_T . Proof. Let us proceed in modified variables and prove a bound on v(x, t). Note that the non-negativity of Φ implies non-negativity of Ψ. Then, building on the fact that ∂G ∂ξ (γ(x, τ), τ, γ(x, η), η) = γ(x, τ) − γ(x, η) 4 √ π(τ − η)^32 e^{− (γ(x,τ )−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) = − ∫_τ η Ψ(x, ζ)dζ 4 √ π(τ − η)^32 e^{− (γ(x,τ )−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) , we rewrite the expression (2.5) for v in order to make signs salient: v(x, τ) = 2 ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^0 (x, ξ)dξ − 2 ∫_τ 0 ∫_τ η Ψ(x, ζ)dζ 4 √ π(τ − η)^32 e^{− (γ(x,τ )−γ(x,η))} 2 4(τ −η) v(x, η)dη. (2.35)

All the factors under the second integral being non-negative, and u^0 having unit mass, we claim 0 ⩽ v(x, τ) ⩽ 2 ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ(x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^0 (x, ξ)dξ ⩽ 1 L^d √ πτ . In original variables (see formula (2.28)), this translates into the uniform bound 0 ⩽ ρ(x, 0, t) ⩽ e^{tτ}c √ σL^d √ 2π ( e^{2tτ}c − 1 ) = 1 L^d √ 2 πσ 1 √ 1 − e^{− 2tτ}c .

By Lemma 2.7, there is also a uniform bound over the average ρ̄(x, t).

Remark 2.12. Note that the bound over the boundary term is quantitative and universal, i.e. independent of the initial condition ρ^0, which is made possible by the fact that the upper bound tends to +∞ exponentially fast when time goes to 0. However, the bound C̄_T over the average can tend to +∞ when T tends to +∞, as can be seen through the special case Φ(z) = z, W (x) ≡ 2, τ_c = σ = 1, B(t) ≡ 0, L = 1, ρ^0 constant in x: ∂ρ̄ ∂t (t) = ρ̄(t) + ρ(0, t), which admits the exponentially increasing subsolution ρ̄^0e^t.

Remark 2.13 (Optimality of the bound (2.34)). The bound is saturated in the high noise regime under the application-relevant assumptions of [13]. Assume Φ is an increasing function with Φ(x) = 0 for x ⩽ 0, the external input is constant and positive (B(t) = B > 0), and the connectivity kernel is average inhibitory: ∫ T^d W (x)dx = W_0 < 0. Then, by [13, Lemma 3.1], if σ > L^{2d}πB^2 2|W_0|^2 , there exists a unique x-independent stationary state ρ_∞ of the form

ρ_∞(s) = 1 L^d √ 2 πσ e^{− s22σ} . We readily see that

ρ_∞(0) = 1 L^d √ 2 πσ , which corresponds exactly to the bound (2.34) in the limit t → +∞.

Lemma 2.14. Assume Φ is globally Lipschitz, B ∈ C^0(R_+ ), W ∈ L^1(T^d) and ρ^0 is a compatible initial condition. If Φ is non-positive, then ∀t ∈ R_+ , ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ̄(x, t) ⩽ 1 L^d (1 + σ − σe^{− 2tτ}c ) + e^{− 2tτ}c sup_{x∈Td} ∫_{+∞} 0 s^2ρ^0(x, s)ds. For all T ∈ R^∗_+ , there exists C_T such that ∀t ∈ [0, T ], ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ(x, 0, t) ⩽ C_T . Proof. Let x ∈ T^d. Applying (2.30) to h(s) = s^2 yields τ_c ∂ ∂t ∫_{+∞} 0 s^2ρ(x, s, t)ds = 2Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t)ρ̄(x, t) − 2 ∫_{+∞} 0 s^2ρ(x, s, t)ds + 2σ L^d . Denoting M_2(x, t) = ∫_{+∞} 0 s^2ρ(x, s, t)ds and using non-negativity of ρ̄ and non-positivity of Φ, we come to ∂ ∂t ( M_2(x, t) − 1 L^d ) ⩽ − 2 τ_c ( M_2(x, t) − σ L^d ) . Hence, by Grönwall’s lemma applied to each point x ∈ T^d separately, we have M_2(x, t) ⩽ σ L^d (1 − e^{− 2tτ}c ) + M_2(x, 0)e^{− 2tτ}c ,

which translates into the uniform bound ∀x ∈ T^d, ∀t ∈ R_+ , M_2(x, t) ⩽ σ L^d (1 − e^{− 2tτ}c ) + ‖M_2(·, 0)‖_L∞_{(T}d_) e^{− 2tτ}c .

We eventually notice that ρ̄(x, t) = ∫_1 0 sρ(x, s, t)ds + ∫_{+∞} 1 sρ(x, s, t)ds

⩽ ∫_1 0 ρ(x, s, t)ds + ∫_{+∞} 1 s^2ρ(x, s, t)ds ⩽ ∫_{+∞} 0 ρ(x, s, t)ds + ∫_{+∞} 0 s^2ρ(x, s, t)ds ⩽ 1 L^d + σ L^d (1 − e^{−2 tτ}c ) + ‖M_2(·, 0)‖_L∞_{(T}d_) e^{− 2tτ}c .

Thanks to Lemma 2.8, we can lift this result to uniform bounds over the boundary term ρ(x, 0, t) on all compact time intervals.

Remark 2.15. The uniform estimate on ρ̄ is meaningful only when the second moment is finite for all x ∈ T^d, which is enforced by the fast-decay in Definitions 1.2 and 1.4. For a solution which would not be fast-decaying, but only have linear decay, finite first moment, and linear derivative decay, a less precise uniform estimate can be obtained by applying (2.30) to the function h we used in the proof of Theorem 2.9.

3 Stability of stationary states

We study the nonlinear stability of the stationary states of (1.1)-(1.2) under the assumption of constant input B.

By setting the left hand side of (1.1) to zero and integrating with respect to s, and using the no-flux boundary condition (1.2), the stationary states satisfy σ∂_sρ(x, s) = − (s − Φ (W ∗ ρ̄(x) + B)) ρ(x, s). Thus, the stationary states of (1.1) must solve ρ(x, s) = 1 Z_ρ exp ( − ( s − Φ ( W ∗ ρ̄(x) + B ))_2 2σ ) , (3.1)

where Z_ρ is the normalisation factor,

Z_ρ = L^d ∫_{+∞} 0 exp ( − ( s − Φ ( W ∗ ρ̄(x) + B ))_2 2σ ) ds. A full characterisation of the stationary solutions of (1.1)-(1.2) satisfying (3.1) does not exist. It was shown in [11, Prop. 3.1] that when W, B, and Φ satisfy: Φ is an increasing function with Φ(x) = 0 for x ⩽ 0, the external input is constant and positive (B(t) = B > 0), and the connectivity kernel is average inhibitory, that is ∫ T^d W (x)dx = W_0 < 0, then (1.1)-(1.2) admits a unique spatially homogeneous stationary state for any σ > 0.

Before embarking on the stability of stationary states of (1.1)-(1.2), as a warm-up we investigate in what sense the noiseless (σ = 0) dynamics are relaxed as time increases.

3.1 A Lyapunov functional for the noiseless case

Assume that Φ ∈ C^1(R) is a positive and strictly increasing function. Following [21] and others, we define the functional E : ζ → E[ζ] = − 1 2L^d ∫ T^d ∫ T^d W (x − y)ζ(y)ζ(x)dxdy + ∫ T^d ∫_{ζ(x)} 0 ( Φ^{−1}(ω) − B ) dωdx. (3.2) on C^0(T^d). Given a solution ρ̄ to the problem ∂ρ̄ ∂t (x, t) = −ρ̄(x, t) + Φ(W ∗ ρ̄(x, t) + B) L^d , (3.3)

and denoting Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t) = Φ(W ∗ ρ̄ + B), Φ^′_{ρ̄}(x, t) = Φ^′(W ∗ ρ̄ + B), we compute

∂E[Φ_{ρ̄}] ∂t (t) = − 1 L^d ∫ T^d ∫ T^d W (x − y)Φ_{ρ̄}(y) ∂Φ_{ρ̄} ∂t (x, t)dxdy + ∫ T^d W ∗ ρ̄(x) ∂Φ_{ρ̄} ∂t (x, t)dx = − ∫ T^d ∂Φ_{ρ̄} ∂t (x, t) ( −W ∗ ρ̄(x, t) + W ∗ Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t) L^d ) dx = − ∫ T^d ∂Φ_{ρ̄} ∂t (x, t)W ∗ ∂ρ̄ ∂t (x, t)dx = − ∫ T^d Φ^′_{ρ̄}(x, t) ( W ∗ ∂ρ̄ ∂t (x, t) )_2 dx ⩽ 0. If Φ_{ρ̄} is uniformly bounded in time, so is E[Φ_{ρ̄}] and then, owing to the compactness of T^d the function Φ_{ρ̄} converges in time towards a function Φ_0 which is a local minimiser of E. Hence, without noise, the (now first order) PDE (1.1) supplemented with homogeneous Neumann boundary condition has a firing rate Φ(W ∗ ρ̄ + B) that converges towards a constant-in-time Φ_0, and hence this Φ_0 must be such that Φ_0 = Φ(W ∗ ρ̄_∞ + B) for some stationary state ρ̄_∞. In summary, when σ = 0, the nonlinear PDE (1.1) completely reduces, through the firing rate Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t), to the dynamics of a classical deterministic Wilson–Cowan model [30, 31], which is already well understood.

3.2 Asymptotic stability of the stationary states for the system with noise For simplicity, we assume that τ_c = L = 1 in the following proofs. The results can be extended to any τ_c, L > 0 by an appropriate change of variables. Let ρ_∞ be a stationary state of (1.1)-(1.2) and define

Φ_0(x) = Φ(W ∗ ρ̄_∞(x) + B), Φ^′_0(x) = Φ^′(W ∗ ρ̄_∞(x) + B),

and h =^ρ_{ρ∞} . Let G(h) be a convex function of h. Then the relative entropy at position x with respect to G, ∫_{+∞} 0 G(h(x))ρ_∞(x)ds, satisfies d dt ∫_{+∞} 0 G(h)ρ_∞ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 G^′(h) (−∂_s (Φ_{ρ̄} − s) ρ + σ∂_{ss}ρ) ds = − ∫_{+∞} 0 G^{′′}(h)∂_sh (− (Φ_{ρ̄} − s) ρ + σ∂_sρ) ds = − ∫_{+∞} 0 G^{′′}(h)∂_sh ( − (Φ_{ρ̄} − s) h + σ ρ_∞ ∂_sρ ) ρ_∞ds = − ∫_{+∞} 0 G^{′′}(h) ( (Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}) ∂h ∂s h + σ|∂_sh|^2 ) ρ_∞ds, by an integration by parts and then using the relation^{∂sρ}_{ρ∞} = ∂_sh +^1_σ (Φ_0 − s)h.

Let us define the variance of the probability measure L^dρ_∞(x, ·) at each x ∈ T^d as

M_∞(x) = ∫_{+∞} 0 (s − L^dρ̄_∞(x))^2ρ_∞(x, s)ds, (3.4)

where L is set to 1 in the proofs. Letting G(h) =^1/2(h − 1)^2 and utilising the Poincaré inequality with respect to the measure ρ_∞, γ(ρ_∞) ∫_{+∞} 0 |g − ḡ|^2ρ_∞ds ⩽ ∫_{+∞} 0 |∂_sg|^2ρ_∞ds, (3.5) where ḡ = ∫ g(s)ρ_∞(s)ds, see [25, 27], we can prove the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Let Φ be Lipschitz, W ∈ L^2(T^d), and ρ_∞ be a stationary state of (1.1)-(1.2) given a σ. Assume that σ satisfies ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_)

L^d2 sup_{x∈Td} M^{1/2}_∞ (x) < σ 2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2}, (3.6)

where γ̃(ρ_∞) = inf_{x∈T}d γ(ρ_∞(x)), and γ(ρ_∞(x)) is the Poincaré constant of (3.5) for ρ_∞(x), and M_∞ is defined in (3.4). Then, the L^1 norm of the relative entropy ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ(x, s, t) − ρ_∞(x, s) ρ_∞(x, s) )_2 ρ_∞(x, s)dsdx, decays exponentially fast whenever the compatible initial data ρ_0 is close enough to the stationary state ρ_∞ in relative entropy.

Remark 3.2. Notice that there exist stationary states of (1.1)-(1.2) satisfying condition (3.6). Indeed, the bound γ(ρ_∞(x)) ⩾^1_σ can be generically ensured due to sharp Poincaré constants, see for example [27, Thm. 3] or the book [2]. As a consequence, stationary states satisfying ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_)

L^d2 sup_{x∈Td} M^{1/2}_∞ (x) < σ^{1/2} 2 , (3.7)

are by Proposition 3.1 exponentially stable. In [13, Lem. 2.3-2.4] it was shown that M_∞ σ = 1 L^d g ( Φ_0 √ 2σ ) , g(η) := 1 − 2 √ π exp(−η^2) 1 + erf(η) [ 1 √ π exp(−η^2) 1 + erf(η) + η ] , where g is an increasing function whose values lie in the interval ( 1 −^2_π , 1 ) . Thus, a sufficient condition for local asymptotic stability of all stationary states is 1 L^d ‖ ‖Φ^′ ‖ ‖_∞ ‖W ‖_{L2(Td)} < 1 2 . (3.8)

It is an open problem to determine whether multiple stationary states can coexist under (3.7) and if there is only one stationary state under (3.8). Note also that the length of the domain L plays a special role: when the domain becomes smaller, the sufficient condition for stability requires that W becomes smaller in L^2 norm. Another way to see this is to take W ≡ w, where w ∈ R is a constant, then the condition is not on w but on the rescaled quantity^w_{Ld} .

Remark 3.3. Assume Φ is an increasing function with Φ(x) = 0 for x ⩽ 0, the external input is constant and positive (B(t) = B > 0), and the connectivity kernel is average inhibitory, that is ∫ T^d W (x) dx = W_0 < 0.

Then, we can deduce that in the high-noise case σ >^{πB2}_{2|W0|2} , the unique space-homogeneous stationary state ρ_∞(s) = 1 L^d √ 2 πσ e^{− s22σ} , is locally asymptotically stable under under the sufficient condition ‖ ‖Φ^′ ‖ ‖_∞ ‖W ‖_{L2(Td)} ⩽ L^d 2 √( 1 −^2_π ).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Let G(h) =^1/2(h − 1)^2. Then d dt ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞ds = − ∫_{+∞} 0 (Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}) ∂h ∂s hρ_∞ds − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 |∂_sh|^2ρ_∞ds = − ∫_{+∞} 0 (Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}) ∂_sh(h − 1)ρ_∞ds − (Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}) ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞ds − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 |∂_sh|^2ρ_∞ds (3.9) ⩽ 1 2σ |Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}|^2 ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞ds − σ 2 ∫_{+∞} 0 |∂_sh|^2ρ_∞ds − (Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}) ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞ds, by applying the inequality |ab| ⩽^1/2(a^2 + b^2) with a = √_{ρ∞} σ (h − 1)(Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}) and b = √ σρ_∞∂_sh. We bound the difference Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄} as follows:

|Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}| ⩽ ‖Φ^′‖_∞ | | | ∫ T^d W (x − y) ∫_{+∞} 0 s(ρ_∞ − ρ)(s, y)dsdy | | | = ‖Φ^′‖_∞ | | | ∫ T^d W (x − y) ∫_{+∞} 0 s(1 − h)(s, y)ρ_∞dsdy | | | = ‖Φ^′‖_∞ | | | ∫ T^d W (x − y) ∫_{+∞} 0 (s − ρ̄_∞)(1 − h)(s, y)ρ_∞dsdy | | | ⩽ ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ∫ T^d |W (x − y)|M^{1/2}_∞ (∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞ds )1_{/2} dy ⩽ ‖Φ^′‖_∞ (∫ T^d |W (x − y)|^2dy )_{1/2} (∫ T^d [ M_∞ ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞ds ] dy )1_{/2}

= ‖Φ^′‖_∞‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_) (∫ T^d [ M_∞ ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞ds ] dy )1_{/2}

⩽ ‖Φ^′‖_∞‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_) sup_{x∈Td} M^{1/2}_∞ (x) (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy )1_{/2}

= C(Φ, W, ρ_∞) (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy )1_{/2} , by applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality twice, first in s, then in y. Summing up and by applying the Poincaré inequality (3.5), we arrive at d dt ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy ⩽ 1 2σ C^2 (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy )_2

+ C | | | ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞dsdy | | | (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy )1_{/2} − σ 2 ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 |∂_sh|^2ρ_∞dsdy ⩽ 1 2σ C^2 (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy )_2

+ ( C − σ 2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} ) (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 |∂_sh|^2ρ_∞dsdx )1_{/2} (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy )1_{/2} . By assumption (3.6), C̃ := C −^σ_2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} < 0. Thus, we can apply the Poincaré inequality (3.5) again, which results in d dt ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy ⩽ [ C^2 2σ ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy + γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2}C̃ ] ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy. The expression between the brackets will be negative as long as we choose ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy small enough at t = 0 and σ satisfies (3.4). Thus, we get exponential decay in time of the relative entropy under condition (3.6).

Remark 3.4. The exponential decay rate obtained in Proposition 3.1 depends on the initial condition: we can write ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞dsdx ⩽ e^{−2Kt} ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ^0 − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞dsdx. with

K = γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} ( σ 2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} − 1 L^d ‖Φ^′‖_∞‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_) sup_{x∈Td} M^{1/2}_∞ (x) )

− ‖Φ^′‖^2_∞‖W ‖^2_{L2(Td)} sup_{x∈T}d M_∞(x) 2L^dσ ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ^0 − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞dsdx. However, for all ε ∈ R^∗_+ , there exists T_ε, depending on ρ^0, such that for all t ∈ (T_ε, +∞), ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ(x, s, t) − ρ_∞(x, s) ρ_∞(x, s) )_2 ρ_∞(x, s)dsdx ⩽ e^{−2Kεt} ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ(x, s, T_ε) − ρ_∞(x, s) ρ_∞(x, s) )_2 ρ_∞(x, s)dsdx, where K_ε = γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} (_σ 2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} −^1_{L d2} ‖Φ^′‖_∞‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_) sup_{x∈T}d M^{1/2}_∞ (x) ) − ε. Corollary 3.5. Grant the assumptions of Proposition 3.1. Assume further that either

• Φ ∈ L^∞(R_+ ), and −K := 2 ‖Φ‖^2_∞ σ + γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} ( ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_)

L^d2 sup_{x∈Td} M^{1/2}_∞ (x) − σ 2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} ) < 0, or

• W ⩽ 0, B ⩾ 0, Φ is non-negative and increasing, and −K := Φ(B)^2 σ + γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} ( ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_)

L^d2 sup_{x∈Td} M^{1/2}_∞ (x) − σ 2 γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2} ) < 0.

Then, for all compatible initial data ρ_0 such that ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ^0(x, s) − ρ_∞(x, s) ρ_∞(x, s) )_2 ρ_∞(x, s)dsdx < +∞, the L^1 norm of the relative entropy satisfies ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞dsdx ⩽ e^{−2Kt} ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ^0 − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞dsdx. In particular, the stationary state ρ_∞ is the unique stationary state of the equation.

Proof. Let M be either ‖Φ‖_∞ or Φ(B). We notice that in both cases, for all (x, t) ∈ T^d × R_+ , Φ_{ρ̄}(x, t) ⩽ M. Then, coming back to (3.9), we now use the bound

|Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}| ⩽ 2M (first case) or |Φ_0 − Φ_{ρ̄}| ⩽ M (second case)

in the first term of the last inequality, while leaving the remainder of the proof of Proposition 3.1 unchanged. It yields, for example in the first case, the differential inequality d dt ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy ⩽ [ 2M^2 σ + γ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2}C̃ ] ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy. ⩽ −2K ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 (h − 1)^2ρ_∞dsdy. Since all stationary states have finite relative entropy, any other stationary state ρ^1_∞ converges towards ρ_∞ in relative entropy, and hence the uniqueness of the stationary state.

Remark 3.6. The second case of the corrollary applies to the setting of [13] with the additional assumption of a negative (fully inhibitory) connectivity kernel W ⩽ 0. With the same arguments as in the previous remarks, the sufficient condition can be simplified to the less sharp, but clearer, σ > 4Φ(B)^4 (_1

2 −^1_{Ld} ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_)

)_2 > 0 and 1 L^d ‖ ‖Φ^′ ‖ ‖_∞ ‖W ‖_{L2(Td)} < 1 2 ,

which partially confirms the conjecture that in the high-noise case there is at most one stationary state which is homogeneous in time and globally asymptotically stable.

Although the above result applies to some stationary states, it is difficult to determine the full range of σ for which condition (3.6) actually holds. Therefore, building on the linear stability estimate in [11], we establish below that the spatially homogeneous stationary states are nonlinearly asymptotically stable under similar conditions to the linearised case. In [11] it was shown that spatially homogeneous stationary states of (1.1)-(1.2) are linearly exponentially stable if all the unnormalised Fourier modes of W , Ŵ_k, defined as

Ŵ_k = ∫ T^d W (x) exp(2πk · x)dx, k ∈ Z^d, satisfy the condition Φ^′_0Ŵ_k < σ M_∞ . (3.10)

This was done by carefully combining estimates for the time derivative of the relative entropy of each Fourier mode (ρ̂ − ρ̂_∞)_k(s, t) of the perturbation (ρ − ρ_∞)(x, s, t), ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 ( (ρ̂ − ρ̂_∞)_k ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞ds and the square of the Fourier modes of the perturbation of the mean, (^̄ρ − ^̄ρ_∞)_k, ((^̄ρ − ^̄ρ_∞)_k)^2, yielding exponential decay of the quantities ∫_{+∞} 0 ( (ρ̂ − ρ̂_∞)_k ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞ds − Φ^′_0 σ Ŵ_k((^̄ρ − ^̄ρ_∞)_k)^2, k ∈ Z^d, (3.11)

which where shown to be positive under condition (3.10). This was sufficient to prove that perturbations away from the spatially homogeneous state are linearly exponentially stable in relative entropy. Condition (3.10) was later found to be optimal in the sense that the condition leading to bifurcations along the branch of spatially homogeneous solutions of (1.1)-(1.2) is exactly (3.10) with the inequality replaced by an equality [13].

Motivated by the approach of the proof in [11], we carefully obtain estimates for a combination of the time derivatives of the quantities E = ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 ( ρ − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2

ρ_∞ds, and H = Φ^δρ̄^δ,

where Φ^δ = Φ_{ρ̄} − Φ_0, ρ̄^δ = ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞. Linearizing Φ^δ, we get 2E − H σ ≃ ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞ds − Φ^′_0 σ W ∗ (ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞)(ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞). Integrating the previous expression in x ∈ T^d, we obtain ∫ T^d 2E − H σ dx ≃ ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ − ρ_∞ ρ_∞ )_2 ρ_∞dsdx − ∫ T^d Φ^′_0 σ W ∗ (ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞)(ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞)dx. Notice that assuming ρ_∞ is spatially homogeneous and using the Parseval–Plancherel identity, we obtain the sum of the Fourier coefficients in (3.11).

Now, utilising the similarity between (3.11) and 2E −^H_σ , we show exponential decay of the latter in L^1(T^d) under conditions closely related to the linear stability condition (3.10), see Remark 3.8 for an ellaboration on the relation between the conditions. This will in turn give exponential decay of the relative entropy (3.14). To complete the proof, we will, in addition to the equality (3.9) and the Poincaré inequality (3.5), also need the time evolution of ρ̄^δ = ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞: ∂ ∂t (ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞) = (Φ_{ρ̄} − Φ_0) − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞ds. (3.12) Equation (3.12) is derived from (2.31) and noting that

ρ̄ − ρ̄_∞ = ∫_{+∞} 0 s(ρ − ρ_∞)ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 s(h − 1)ρ_∞ds = σ ∫_{+∞} 0 s − Φ_0 σ (h − 1)ρ_∞ds = −σ ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)∂_sρ_∞ds = σ(ρ − ρ_∞)(0) + σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞ds. We will also use the notation ‖f‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} = (∫_{+∞} 0 f(x, s)^2ρ_∞(x, s)ds )1_{/2} , ‖f‖_L2_{ρ∞} = (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 f(x, s)^2ρ_∞(x, s)dsdx )1_{/2} . Proposition 3.7. Let Φ ∈ C^2(R) ∩ W^{2,∞}(R), W ∈ L^2(T^d), and ρ_∞ be a spatially homogeneous stationary state of (1.1)-(1.2) given a σ. Assume that W is componentwise symmetric, and that for a suitably small 1 > α > 0, σ satisfies ∫ T^d (1 − α)g^2(x) −

Φ^δ_g(x) σ g(x) dx > 0, g ∈ L^2(T^d), (3.13) where Φ^δ_g(x) = Φ ( M_∞W ∗ g(x) + W_0ρ̄_∞ + B ) − Φ_0.

Then, the L^1 norm of the relative entropy ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ(x, s, t) − ρ_∞(s) ρ_∞(s) )_2 ρ_∞(s)dsdx, (3.14) decays exponentially fast whenever the compatible initial data ρ_0 is close enough to the stationary state ρ_∞ in relative entropy.

Remark 3.8. Note that ∫ T^d (1 − α)g^2 −

Φ^δ_g σ g dx ⩾ (1 − α) (∫ T^d gdx )_2 − ∫ T^d Φ^δ_g σ g dx = ∫ T^d ∫ T^d g(x) ( 1 − α − M_∞ σ Φ̃^′_g(x)W (x − y) ) g(y)dydx, (3.15) with Φ̃^′_g(x) =^{Φδg (x)}_{W ∗g(x)} . Requiring that the right hand side of the equality in (3.15) is positive is quite similar to the linear stability condition of [11], see (3.10). In fact, assuming Φ is linear, then Φ^δ_g = M_∞W ∗ g, and the right hand side of the equality of (3.15) is ∫ T^d ∫ T^d g(x) ( 1 − α − M_∞ σ Φ^′W (x − y) ) g(y)dydx. Thus, in the linear Φ case requiring that the right hand side of (3.15) is positive, which is also known as requiring that c(x) = 1 − α −^{M∞}_σ Φ^′W (x) is H-stable, see [10], is identical to requiring that c(x) only has positive unnormalised Fourier modes. This is again identical to the linear condition (3.10) if we replace the numerator on the right hand side of (3.10) with σ(1 − α). Lastly, if Φ is linear and increasing, and −W itself is H-stable, then any spatially homogeneous stationary state is locally asymptotically stable in relative entropy. This is in accordance with the finding of [13]: there are no noise-driven bifurcations from the curve of homogeneous stationary states when −W is H-stable.

Proof of Proposition 3.7. Using (3.9) and (3.12), d dt ∫ T^d 2E − 1 σ H dx = 2 ∫ T^d Φ^δ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh(h − 1)ρ_∞dsdx − 2σ ∫ T^d ∫ |∂_sh|^2ρ_∞dsdx + 3 ∫ T^d Φ^δ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞dsdx − 1 σ ∫ T^d (Φ^δ)^2dx − 1 σ ∫ T^d ρ̄^δ Φ^′_{ρ̄}W ∗ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞ds ) dx = − 2 σ ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh )_2 ρ_∞dsdx + 1 σ ∫ T^d Φ^δ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞ds ) dx + 2 ∫ T^d Φ^δ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh(h − 1)ρ_∞dsdx − 1 σ ∫ T^d ρ̄^δ Φ^′_{ρ̄}W ∗ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_shρ_∞ds ) dx = − 2 σ ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh )_2 ρ_∞dsdx + 1 σ ∫ T^d ( Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) ) ∫ +∞ 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ) ρ_∞dsdx − 2 σ ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)Φ^δ ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ) ρ_∞dsdx

= I + II + III, where the last equality follows by the symmetry of W and noting that Φ^δ does not depend on s and that ∫_{+∞} 0 (h − 1)ρ_∞ds = 0. Notice first that I = − 2 σ ‖ ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ ‖^2_{L2ρ∞} . Then, for for II, II ⩽ 1 σ ∫ T^d | |Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) | |‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh‖_{L2ρ∞(x)} dx ⩽ 1 σ ∫ T^d ‖ Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ L^2_{ρ∞(x)} | Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) | dx ⩽ 1 σ ‖ Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ L^2_{ρ∞} (∫ T^d | Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) |_2 dx )_{1/2} , and for III, we have III ⩽ 2 σ ∫ T^d |Φ^δ|‖h − 1‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx ⩽ 2 σ ∫ T^d ‖ ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ ‖_{L2ρ} ∞(x) |Φ^δ|‖h − 1‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx ⩽ 1 σ ‖ ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ ‖_{L2ρ∞} 2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx )_{1/2} , yielding d dt ∫ T^d 2E − 1 σ H dx ⩽ − 1 σ ‖ Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ L^2_{ρ∞} ( 2 ‖ Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ L^2_{ρ∞} − (∫ T^d | Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) |_2 dx )_{1/2}

−2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx )_{1/2}) . (3.16)

Let us denote

Q := ∫ T^d E − 1 σ H dx. We now sketch the strategy of the remaining steps of the proof. We first claim that Q is equivalent to the relative entropy as 0 ⩽ 2α ∫ T^d Edx ⩽ Q ⩽ ( 1 + ‖Φ^′‖_∞ σ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_)M_∞ ) ∫ T^d Edx. (3.17) This will be shown in Step 2 below. Then, with the estimates ‖ ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ ‖_{L2ρ∞} ⩾ σγ(ρ_∞)^{1/2}αQ^{1/2} (3.18) and (∫ T^d | |Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) | |^2dx )_{1/2} + 2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx )_{1/2} ⩽ 2C_4Q, (3.19) where C_4 is a positive constant, we show exponential decay of Q, which then yields exponential decay of the relative entropy. The proofs of the estimates are postponed to Step 3 and 4.

Step 1. Exponential decay of Q.- Assuming (3.17)-(3.19), let us finalize the proof. From (3.16), we conclude d dt Q ⩽ −2γ(ρ_∞)^{1/2} ‖ Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ L^2_{ρ∞} ( αQ^{1/2} − C_4Q ) . (3.20)

Thus, by choosing ρ_0 close enough in relative entropy to ρ_∞, we can ensure that the term between the parantheses in (3.20) is positive initially, and so^d_{dt} Q ⩽ 0, which then will keep the term between the parenthesis positive. This allows us to apply (3.18) again, such that we arrive at d dt Q ⩽ −2σγ(ρ_∞)αQ^{1/2} ( αQ^{1/2} − C_4Q )

= −2σγ(ρ_∞)αQ ( α − C_4Q^{1/2} ) (3.21) ⩽ −2σγ(ρ_∞)α ( α − C_4Q^{1/2}_0 ) Q, where Q^{1/2}_0 = Q^{1/2}(t = 0), yielding exponential decay of Q, and, due to (3.17), consequently of (3.14) whenever ρ_0 is close enough in relative entropy to ρ_∞.

Step 2. Positivity and equivalence to relative entropy of Q.- As in the proof of [11, Thm. 3.6], let h(x, s, t) − 1 = V (x, s, t) + A(x, t)(s − ρ̄_∞), (3.22) where A(x, t) is chosen such that ∫_{+∞} 0 V (s − ρ̄_∞)ρ_∞ds = 0 for all x ∈ T^d, i.e. A(x, t) =^{ρ̄δ}_{M∞} . We first rewrite Q = ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞ ( A^2 −

Φ^δ σ A ) dx. Due to (3.13), we have ∫ T^d A^2dx ⩽ 1 α (∫ T^d A^2 − 1 σ Φ^δA dx ) . This fact entails 2α ∫ T^d Edx = α ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞A^2dx ⩽ ∫ T^d α ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞ ( A^2 −

Φ^δ σ A ) dx ⩽ Q ⩽ ∫ T^d Edx + 1 σ ∫ T^d |Φ^δ||ρ̄^δ |dx ⩽ ( 1 + ‖Φ^′‖_∞ σ ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_)M_∞ ) ∫ T^d Edx, and concludes the desired equivalence (3.17).

Step 3. Proof of (3.18).- By the Poincaré inequality with respect to the measure ρ_∞ in (3.5) with g = sΦ^δ − σ(h − 1), at each x we have ‖ ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖ ‖^2_{L2ρ} ∞(x) ⩾ γ(ρ_∞)σ^2 ( ‖h − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} + M_∞ σ^2

(Φ^δ)^2 − 2 σ Φ^δρ̄^δ )

= γ(ρ_∞)σ^2 ( 2E − 1 σ H + M_∞ σ^2

(Φ^δ)^2 − 1 σ Φ^δρ̄^δ ) . (3.23)

Since 2E − 1 σ H = ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞A^2 − M_∞ σ Φ^δA, the terms between the brackets of (3.23) simplify to 2E − 1 σ H + M_∞ σ^2

(Φ^δ)^2 − 1 σ Φ^δρ̄^δ = ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞ ( A − Φ^δ σ )_2 . Notice that ( A − Φ^δ σ )_2 ⩾ A^2 −^{Φδ}_σ A, sgn(Φ^δ) ≠ sgn(A), α ( A^2 −^{Φδ}_σ A ) , sgn(Φ^δ) = sgn(A), |Φ^δ | ⩾ σ(1 − α)|A|, α^2 ( A^2 −^{Φδ}_σ A ) , sgn(Φ^δ) = sgn(A), |Φ^δ | < σ(1 − α)|A|,

(3.24)

and thus, we conclude that ‖ Φ^δ − σ∂_sh ‖_2 L^2_{ρ∞} ⩾ σ 2γ(ρ_∞)α^2 (∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞ ( A^2 −

Φ^δ σ A ) dx ) = σ^2γ(ρ_∞)α^2Q,

leading to the claim (3.18).

Step 4. Proof of (3.19).- For the first term of (3.16), using the mean value theorem, introduce

φ^′(x) =

Φ^δ(x) W ∗ ρ̄^δ(x) = Φ^′ ( η(x)W ∗ ρ̄ + (1 − η(x))W ∗ ρ̄_∞ + B ) , where η(x) is a parameter which, for each x, yields the exact point between W ∗ ρ̄(x) and W ∗ ρ̄_∞ = ρ̄_∞ ∫ T^d W (x)dx to be used in the mean value theorem, 0 ⩽ η(x) ⩽ 1. Then, | |Φ_δ − W ∗ (Φ_{′ρ̄}ρ̄_δ) | | = | | ∫ T^d ρ̄^δ(y)W (x − y) ( φ^′(x) − Φ^′_{ρ̄}(y) ) dy | | (3.25) ⩽ ‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞ ∫ T^d ∫ T^d | |ρ̄_δ(y)W (x − y)(W (x − z)η(x) + W (y − z))ρ̄_δ (z) | | dydz ⩽ 2‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞‖W ‖^2_{L2(Td)} ∫ T^d (ρ̄^δ)^2dx.

To summarise, replacing h − 1 and ρ̄^δ by V and A of (3.22), and inserting the above estimates, we now have (∫ T^d | Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) |_2 dx )_{1/2} + 2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx )_{1/2}

⩽ −2C_2 ∫ T^d A^2dx − 2 σC_1 (∫ T^d (Φ^δ)^2 (∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞A^2 ) dx )1_{/2} ,

where C_1 = γ(ρ_∞)^{1/2}, and C_2 =^M 2 ∞‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞‖W ‖^2_{L2(Td)} γ(ρ_∞)^{1/2}σ . Estimating further, we find that (∫ T^d | |Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) | |^2dx )_{1/2} + 2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx )_{1/2}

⩽ C_2 ∫ T^d A^2dx + C_3 ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞A^2dx ⩽ C_3 ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞dsdx + (C_2 + M_∞) ∫ T^d A^2dx, with C_3 =^{M∞‖Φ} ′‖^2_∞‖W ‖^2_{L2(Td)} γ(ρ_∞)^{1/2}σ , after applying the estimate of Φ

δ in the proof of Proposition 3.1 to the last term. It leads to (∫ T^d | Φ^δ − W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) |_2 dx )_{1/2} + 2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx )_{1/2}

⩽ C_4 ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 V^2ρ_∞ds + M_∞ ( A^2 −

Φ^δ σ A ) dx = C_4Q, where C_4 = max { C_3,^{C2+M∞} αM_∞ } , finalizing the proof of (3.19).

Remark 3.9. There is a trade-off between the restrictiveness of the stability condition (3.13) and the decay rate of Q in (3.21) with respect to α. Keeping all other quantities fixed, increasing α improves the decay rate of Q, while decreasing α, makes condition (3.13) less restrictive.

Remark 3.10. If we drop the symmetry assumption on the connectivity W in Proposition 3.7, and instead assume W ∈ L^2(T^d) ∩ W^{1,∞}(T^d), we obtain exponential decay of (3.14) under (3.8) and the additional condition 2L^d ⩽ α^{3/2}(2 − ξ)γ(ρ_∞)^{1/2}σ ‖∇W ‖_∞‖Φ^′‖_∞M^{1/2}_∞ , (3.26)

for a suitably small ξ > 0. The result can be obtained by replacing W ∗ (Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ) = ∫ T^d W (x − y)Φ^′_{ρ̄}(y)ρ̄^δ (y)dy with ∫ T^d W (y − x)Φ ′ ρ̄(y)ρ̄^δ(y)dy in II and (3.25), and then estimating the resulting difference as | | |Φ^δ(x) − ∫ T^d W (y − x)Φ^′_{ρ̄}(y)ρ̄^δ (y)dy | | | ⩽ 2‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞‖W ‖^2_{L2(Td)} ∫ T^d (ρ̄^δ )^2dx + ‖Φ^′‖_∞ ∫ T^d | |ρ̄^δ(y)(W (x − y) − W (y − x)) | | dy, where the first term is as in the proof above and the last term pops up due to the lack of symmetry of W . By a similar argument to the last paragraphs of the proof of Proposition 4.4 for the four population model (4.1), we get the additional condition (3.26), cf. (4.14).

4 Extension of the main results to a model for grid cells

The stochastic neural field PDE system (1.1) was first proposed in [11] in the following more general form, with four populations of neurons with an orientation preference: τ_c ∂ρ^β ∂t = − ∂ ∂s ( [ Φ^β(x, t) − s ] ρ^β ) + σ ∂^2ρ^β ∂s^2 , (4.1)

where Φ^β(x, t) is given by

Φ^β(x, t) = Φ 1 4 4∑ β^′=1 ∫ T^d W^{β′} (x − y) ∫_∞ 0 sρ^{β′} (y, s, t) dsdy + B^β(t) , (4.2)

where the orientation preference in physical space is represented by the index β = 1, 2, 3, 4 (north, west, south, east), and with corresponding no-flux boundary and mass normalisation conditions. In the case d = 2, the system (4.1) models a network of noisy grid cells [11]. The orientation preference is modelled by β−dependent shifts r^β and connectivity W^β(x − y) = W (x − y − r^β). The movement of an animal can be connected to this PDE system (4.1) through the orientation and time dependent input

B^β(t). The system was rigorously derived from a stochastic particle system in [8] and its noise-driven bifurcations from the homogeneous stationary state were rigorously characterised in [13].

In the same fashion as in [13], the main analytical results obtained on the solutions of (1.1)-(1.2) can be extended to the more general system (4.1). By checking the key points of the proof and without writing all the technical details, we first extend the local and global in time existence results of Theorem 1.5 to the four population system to a very general setting, before the asymptotic convergence results of Theorem 1.6 are extended to (4.1).

4.1 Global-in-time solutions for Lipschitz modulation functions The proof of local and global existence of solutions for the four population model (4.1)-(4.2) being a direct extension of our work in Section 2, we will only go through the main steps in order to check that no additional difficulty endangers the method.

We can apply the same change of variables as before to each population y = e^ts τ = 1 2 (e^{2t} − 1), q^β(x, y, τ) = α(τ)ρ^β ( x, yα(τ), − log(α(τ)) ) , and then we can apply separately to each population the change of variable

γ^β (x, τ) = − ∫_τ 0 Φ^β α(η) 4∑ β=1 W ∗ q̄^β(x, η) + λ^β(η) α(η)dη, (4.3)

u^β (x, z, τ) = q^β(x, y, τ), ū^β = ∫_{+∞} γ^β (x,τ ) zu^β (z, τ)dz, v^β (x, τ) = u^β(x, γ(x, τ), τ). (4.4) Then, we obtain a similar free boundary Stefan problem with non-local Robin boundary condition: for β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, ∂u^β ∂τ (x, z, τ) = ∂^2u^β ∂z^2 (x, z, τ), z ∈ (γ^β (x, τ), +∞), γ^β (x, τ) = − ∫_τ 0 Ψ^β(x, η)dη, ∂u^β ∂y (x, γ(x, τ), τ) = Ψ^β(x, τ)u^β (x, γ(x, τ), τ), Ψ^β(x, τ) = Φ α(τ) 4∑ β=1 W^β ∗ [ū^β (x, τ) − γ^β(x, τ)] + λ^β(τ) α(τ), u^β (x, z, 0) = u^{0,β}(x, z), z ∈ (0, +∞).

(4.5)

The exact same method that we used in Section 2 for the one population model allows us to derive Duhamel formulae for u^β, v^β , γ^β.

For the solution: u^β (x, z, τ) = ∫_{+∞} 0 G(z, τ, ξ, 0)u^{0,β} (x, ξ)dξ + ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ^β (x, η), η) v^β (x, η)dη. (4.6) For the boundary value:

v^β(x, τ) = 2 ∫_{+∞} 0 G(γ^β (x, τ), τ, ξ, 0)u^{0,β} (x, ξ)dξ + 2 ∫_τ 0 ∂G ∂ξ (γ^β (x, τ), τ, γ^β (x, η), η) v^β (x, η)dη. (4.7)

For the average:

ū^β (x, τ) = ∫_{+∞} 0 ∫_{+∞} γ^β (x,τ ) zG(z, τ, ξ, 0)dzu^{0,β} (x, ξ)dξ + ∫_τ 0 ∫_{+∞} γ(x,τ ) z ∂G ∂ξ (z, τ, γ^β (x, η), η)dz v^β (x, η)dη. (4.8) For the motion of the boundary:

γ^β(x, τ) = − ∫_τ 0 Φ α(η) 4∑ β=1 W^β ∗ [ū^β(x, η) − γ^β(x, η)] + λ^β(η) α(η)dη. (4.9)

Hence, if we denote in capital letters the vectors containing entries for all β, we can write the same kind of closed system as before V (x, τ) = F_v [V, Γ, Ū ](x, τ) Γ(x, τ) = F_γ [V, Γ, Ū ](x, τ) Ū(x, τ) = F_ū[V, Γ, Ū ](x, τ). (4.10)

We can then consider the space

C_{τ0,m} = {w ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0])^8 | ‖w‖_∞ < m},

where we denote ‖w‖_∞ = max i∈{1,...,8} ‖w_i‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])} . On this space, we consider the functional

T : C_{τ0,m} → C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0])^8 (V, Ū) → (F_v[V, Γ, Ū ], F_ū[V, Γ, Ū ]), (4.11)

where Γ = (γ^1, γ^2, γ^3, γ^4) is the unique continuous solution of the coupled initial value problems ∂γ^β ∂τ (x, τ) = −Φ α(τ) 4∑ β=0 W^β ∗ [ū^β(x, τ) − γ^β(x, τ)] + λ^β(τ) α(τ), γ^β(x, 0) = γ^{0,β}(x). (4.12)

Like previously in Lemma 2.1, we can prove that if Φ is locally Lipschitz, W^β ∈ L^1(T^d) and m > 0 is fixed, then there exists τ_0 ∈ (0, 1] small enough depending only on Φ, λ^β and m such that for all ū ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0]) and γ^0 ∈ C^0(T^d) satisfying max β∈{1,2,3,4} ‖ ‖ū^β ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td×[0,τ0])} ⩽ m, and max_{β∈{1,2,3,4}} ‖ ‖γ^{0,β} ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td)} ⩽ m 2 , there exists a unique solution Γ ∈ C^0(T^d × [0, τ_0])^4 to (4.12). For all x ∈ T^d, τ → Γ(x, τ) is a C^1 function and, denoting Ψ = (Ψ^1, Ψ^2, Ψ^3, Ψ^4),

‖Ψ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])}4 ⩽ C_Ψ, and ‖Γ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ0])}4 ⩽ m.

Now we can assume without loss of generality that Γ^0 ≡ (0, 0, 0, 0) like we did above for the one population case, and choose

m = max β∈{1,2,3,4} ( max ( 2 ‖ ‖u_{0,β} ‖ ‖ L^∞(T^d×R_+) , ‖ ‖zu_{0,β} ‖ ‖ L^∞(T^d,L^1(R_+ )) ) + 1 ) .

Then, we can follow, for each component β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, the proof of Proposition 2.3. The interaction appearing only in the terms Ψ^β which are uniformly controlled, no additional difficulty can arise and the exact same techniques lead to a local existence result for the closed system (4.10).

Then, for global existence, as we argued before, it is enough to obtain uniform bounds on Γ or Ū for any compact interval of time. We can follow the proof of Theorem 2.9: step 1 can be done with the sole modification of bounding the sum in oder to obtain

‖Γ‖_L∞_{(T}d_{×[0,τ} ∗_{))}4 ⩽ C^∗;

then, for step 2, we can apply the same test function h in original variables and obtain ∀x ∈ T^d, ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^β (x, s, t)ds = ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^{0,β} (x, s)ds + 1 τ_c ∫_t 0 ∫_{+∞} 0 [ (Φ^β_{ρ̄} (x, t^′) − s) dh ds (s) + σ d^2h ds^2 (s) ] ρ(x, s, t^′)dsdt^′, (4.13) and like before get to ρ̄^β(x, t) ⩽ 1 L^d + ∫_{+∞} 0 h(s)ρ^{0,β}(x, s)ds + T^∗ τ_cL^d ( C^∗_1 max β∈{1,2,3,4} ( ‖W ‖_L1 ‖ ‖ρ̄^β ‖ ‖_{L∞(Td×[0,t))} + ‖B‖_L∞_{([0,T} ∗_{))} ) + C^∗_2 ) ; taking the supremum on β in the left-hand side and T^∗ small enough yields a locally uniform in time bound on (ρ̄^1, ρ̄^2, ρ̄^3, ρ̄^4). Hence, we can claim the following result.

Theorem 4.1 (Solutions for the four population model). Assume Φ is locally Lipschitz, B^β ∈ C^0(R_+ ), β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, and W ∈ L^1(T^d). Then, for any compatible initial data ρ^{0,β} , β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, equation (4.1) admits a unique maximal solution in the sense of Definition 1.4 for each component. Moreover, if Φ is globally Lipschitz,

• the solution is global-in-time;

• if Φ non-negative, then ∀β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, ∀t ∈ R_+ , ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ^β(x, 0, t) ⩽ 1 L^d √ 2 πσ 1 √ 1 − e^{− 2tτ}c ;

• if Φ is non-positive, then for all β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, ∀t ∈ R_+ , ∀x ∈ T^d, ρ̄^β (x, t) ⩽ 1 L^d (1 + σ − σe^{− 2tτ}c ) + e^{− 2tτ}c sup_{x∈Td} ∫_{+∞} 0 s^2ρ^{0,β}(x, s)ds. Remark 4.2. An alternative route for the extension of existence to the four population system would be, denoting Λ = (Λ^1, Λ^2, Λ^3, Λ^4) a vector of four continuous functions of time, to introduce the following functional: consider for each β the solution of the one population problem (2.3) with exterior input Λ^β. Given the four solutions of these one population problems, we define F(Λ) as the vector whose entries β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} are F(Λ)_β = 4∑ β^′=1, β^′≠β W^β ∗ [ū^β(x, τ) − γ^β (x, τ)] + λ^β(τ). From the regularities proved in the one population existence proof, it is possible to prove that this functional is a contraction on a suitable Banach space. Applications of the Banach fixed point theorem then yields a unique fixed point (Λ^1, Λ^2, Λ^3, Λ^4). Using these four functions as exterior input in the one-population existence theorem and assembling these carefully crafted pieces, we recover the unique solution of the four population model.

Yet another way to frame the extension is to introduce, instead of the vector Ū = (ū^1, ū^2, ū^3, ū^4), the scalar variable Ū =^4 ∑ β^′=1 W^{β′} ∗ ū^{β′} , and then to sum the Duhamel formulae for ū^β in order to include this quantity in the fixed point functional (4.11), thus symplifying the space upon which it is defined. This last extension framework was used in [13] to extend bifurcation results from the one population system to the model for grid cells.

4.2 Long-time behaviour for constant and identical input functions

Note that due to the arguments of [13, Sec. 4], the stationary states for the four different orientation preferences β are identical. Checking the proof of Proposition 3.1, the result can be straightforwardly extended to (4.1):

Corollary 4.3. Let B^β be constant and identical for β = 1, 2, 3, 4. Let Φ be Lipschitz, W ∈ L^2(T^d), and let ρ_∞ be a stationary state of (4.1), equal for β = 1, 2, 3, 4, given a σ. Assume that σ satisfies

‖Φ^′‖_∞‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_) ( sup_{x∈Td} M^{1/2}_∞ (x) ) < 2σγ̃(ρ_∞)^{1/2},

where γ̃(ρ_∞) = inf_{x∈T}d γ(ρ^β_∞(x)), and γ(ρ_∞(x)) is the Poincaré constant of (3.5) for ρ_∞(x), and M_∞ is defined in (3.4). Then, the sum of the L^1 norms of the relative entropies, ∑ β ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ^β (x, s, t) − ρ_∞(x, s) ρ_∞(x, s) )_2 ρ_∞(x, s)dsdx,

decays exponentially fast whenever the initial data ρ^β_0 are close enough to the stationary state ρ_∞ in relative entropy.

Extending the result of Proposition 3.7 to the system (4.1) requires a bit more work as the stability condition in this case will depend on the size of the shifts r^β as well.

Proposition 4.4. Let B^β be constant and identical for β = 1, 2, 3, 4, Φ ∈ C^2(R) ∩ W^{2,∞}(R), and W ∈ L^2(T^d) ∩ W^{1,∞}(T^d). Assume that ρ_∞ is a spatially homogeneous stationary state of (4.1), equal for β = 1, 2, 3, 4, given a σ. Furthermore, assume that W is componentwise symmetric, and that σ satisfies ∑ β ∫ T^d (1 − α)(g^β )^2(x) −

Φ^δ_g(x) σ g^β (x) dx > 0, g^β ∈ L^2(T^d),

where

Φ^δ_g(x) = Φ M^∞ 4 ∑ β W ∗ g^β(x − r^β) + W_0ρ̄_∞ + B − Φ_0,

and M_∞ is defined in (3.4). Then, if the shifts r^β satisfy max_{β,j} |r^β + r^j| ⩽ α^{3/2}(2 − 4ξ)γ(ρ_∞)^{1/2}σ ‖∇W ‖_∞‖Φ^′‖_∞M_∞ (4.14) for a suitably small ξ > 0, the sum of the L^1 norms of the relative entropies, ∑ β ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( ρ^β(x, s, t) − ρ_∞(s) ρ_∞(s) )_2 ρ_∞(s)dsdx,

decays exponentially fast whenever the initial data ρ^β_0 are close enough to the stationary state ρ_∞ in relative entropy.

Proof. We follow the lines of the proof of Proposition 3.7, but this time denote

Φ^δ = Φ 1 4 ∑ β W^β ∗ ρ̄^β + B

− Φ_0, ρ̄^δ_β = ρ̄^β − ρ̄_∞, Φ^′_{ρ̄} = Φ^′ 1 4 ∑ β W^β ∗ ρ̄_β + B ,

and E = ∑ β ∫_{+∞} 0 1 2 (h^β − 1)^2ρ_∞ds, and H = ∑ β Φ^δρ̄^δ_β.

We have d dt ∫ T^d 2E − 1 σ H dx = 2 ∫ T^d Φ^δ ∑ β ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^β(h^β − 1)ρ_∞dsdx − 2σ ∑ β ∫ T^d ∫ |∂_sh^β|^2ρ_∞dsdx

+ 3 ∫ T^d Φ^δ ∑ β ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^βρ_∞dsdx − 4 σ ∫ T^d (Φ^δ)^2dx

− 1 σ ∫ T^d ∑ β ρ̄^δ_β Φ^′_{ρ̄} 1 4 ∑ β W^β ∗ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^βρ_∞ds ) dx

= − 2 σ ∑ β ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^β )_2 ρ_∞dsdx

+ 1 σ ∑ β ∫ T^d Φ^δ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^β ρ_∞ds ) dx

+ 2 ∫ T^d Φ^δ ∑ β ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^β(h^β − 1)ρ_∞dsdx

− 1 σ ∫ T^d ∑ β ρ̄^δ_β Φ^′_{ρ̄} 1 4 ∑ β W^β ∗ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^βρ_∞ds ) dx .

Using the symmetry of W ,

− 1 σ ∫ T^d ∑ β ρ̄^δ_β Φ^′_{ρ̄} 1 4 ∑ β W^β ∗ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^βρ_∞ds ) dx

= − 1 4σ ∑ j ∑ β ∫ T^d ∫ T^d ρ̄^δ_β (x) Φ^′_{ρ̄}(x) W (x − y − r^j) ( Φ^δ(y) − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^j (y)ρ_∞ds ) dydx

= − 1 4σ ∑ j ∑ β ∫ T^d ∫ T^d ρ̄^δ_β (x) Φ^′_{ρ̄}(x) W (y + r^j − x) ( Φ^δ(y) − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^j (y)ρ_∞ds ) dydx

= − 1 4σ ∑ j ∑ β ∫ T^d W ∗ ( ρ̄^δ_β Φ^′_{ρ̄} ) (y + r^j) ( Φ^δ(y) − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^j (y)ρ_∞ds ) dy

= − 1 σ ∑ j ∫ T^d 1 4 ∑ β W ∗ ( Φ^′_{ρ̄} ρ̄^δ_β ) (x) ∫_{+∞} 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^j ) (x − r^j)ρ_∞dsdx

where the last equality is just a change of variable x = y + r^j. Now, taking into account ∫ T^d Φ^δ ( Φ^δ − σ ∫_{+∞} 0 ∂_sh^j ρ_∞ds ) dx = ∫ T^d Φ^δ(x − r^j ) ∫_{+∞} 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^j ) (x − r^j)ρ_∞dsdx and ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 (Φ^δ)^2 ∑ β (h^β − 1)ρ_∞dsdx = 0 , we can rewrite the right hand side as d dt ∫ T^d 2E − 1 σ H dx = − 2 σ ∑ β ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^β )_2 ρ_∞dsdx

+ 1 σ ∑ j ∫ T^d Φ^δ(x − r^j) − 1 4 ∑ β W ∗ ( Φ^′_{ρ̄} ρ̄^δ_β ) (x)

× ∫_{+∞} 0 ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^j ) (x − r^j )ρ_∞dsdx − 2 σ ∫ T^d ∫_{+∞} 0 Φ^δ ∑ β (h^β − 1) ( Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^β ) ρ_∞dsdx = I + II + III, where II ⩽ 1 σ ∑ j ∫ T^d | | |Φ^δ(x − r^j) − 1 4 ∑ β W ∗ ( Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ_β ) (x) | | |‖Φ^δ − σ∂^sh^j ‖L^2_{ρ∞(x)} (x − r^j)dx, III ⩽ 2 σ ∫ T^d |Φ^δ| ∑ β ‖h^β − 1‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^β‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx.

Now let

φ^′(x) =

Φ^δ(x) 1 4 ∑ β W^β ∗ ρ̄^δ_β(x) = Φ^′ 1 4 ∑ β [ η(x)(W^β ∗ ρ̄^β) + (1 − η(x))(W^β ∗ ρ̄_∞) ] + B ,

for some 0 ⩽ η(x) ⩽ 1 in virtue of the mean-value theorem. Then, through the following estimate, the shifts come into play: | | |Φ^δ(x − r^j) − 1 4 ∑ β W ∗ ( Φ^′_{ρ̄} ρ̄^δ_β ) (x) | | |

= 1 4 | | | ∑ β ∫ T^d ρ̄^δ_β(y) ( φ^′(x − r^j)W (x − y − r^β − r^j) − Φ^′_{ρ̄}(y)W (x − y) ) dy | | | ⩽ 1 4 ∑ β ∫ T^d |ρ̄^δ_β (y)| | φ^′(x − r^j) − Φ^′_{ρ̄}(y) | |W (x − y)|dy + 1 4 ∑ β ∫ T^d |ρ̄^δ_β(y)||φ^′(x − r^j)| | |W (x − y − r^β − r^j ) − W (x − y) | | dy

= A + B. By using the definition of φ^′(x) and applying the mean value theorem to Φ^′, we get | |φ^′(x − r^j) − Φ^′_{ρ̄}(y) | | ⩽ ‖Φ^{′′}‖^∞ 4 ∑ i | |η(x − r_j )(W^i ∗ ρ̄^i)(x − r_j) +(1 − η(x − r_j))(W^i ∗ ρ̄_∞) − W^i ∗ ρ̄^i(y) | = ‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞ 4 ∑ i η(x − r_j) | |(W_i ∗ ρ̄_{δi} )(x − r_j) − W_i ∗ ρ̄_{δi} (y) | |

⩽ ‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞ 2 ‖W ‖_L2_{(T}d_) ∑ i ‖ρ̄^δ_i ‖_L2_{(T}d_),

where we used the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality in the convolutions. A further application of the Cauchy– Schwarz inequality yields A ⩽ ‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞ 8 ‖W ‖^2_{L2(Td)} ∑ β,i ‖ρ̄^δ_β ‖_L2_{(T}d_)‖ρ̄^δ_i ‖_L2_{(T}d_).

We proceed to estimate B as B ⩽ 1 4 ‖∇W ‖_∞‖Φ^′‖_∞ ∑ β |r^β + r^j| ∫ T^d |ρ̄^δ_β|dx ⩽ 1 4 ‖∇W ‖_∞‖Φ^′‖_∞ ∑ β |r^β + r^j| ‖ρ̄^δ_β ‖_L2_{(T}d_).

Collecting the estimates above we finally conclude that | | |Φ^δ(x − r^j) − 1 4 ∑ β W ∗ ( Φ^′_{ρ̄} ρ̄^δ_β ) (x) | | | ⩽ C^1 ∑ β ‖ρ̄^δ_β‖^2_{L2(Td)} + C_2 ∑ β |r^β + r^j| ‖ρ̄^δ_β ‖_L2_{(T}d_),

with C_1 =^1_2 ‖Φ^{′′}‖_∞‖W ‖^2_{L2(Td)} and C_2 =^1_4 ‖∇W ‖_∞‖Φ^′‖_∞. Thus, d dt ∫ T^d 2E − 1 σ H dx ⩽ − 2 σ ∑ β ‖Φ^δ − σh^β_s ‖^2_L2_{ρ∞}

+ 1 σ ∑ j ∫ T^d | |Φ^δ(x − r^j) − 1 4 ∑ β W ∗ ( Φ^′_{ρ̄}ρ̄^δ_β ) (x) | |‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^j ‖_{L2ρ∞(x)} (x − r^j)dx

+ 2 σ ∫ T^d |Φ^δ| ∑ β ‖h^β − 1‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} ‖Φ^δ − σ∂_sh^β‖_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx

⩽ − 2 σ ∑ j ‖Φ^δ − σh^j_s‖^2_L2_{ρ∞} + 1 σ ∑ j ‖Φ^δ − σh^j_s‖_L2_{ρ∞} ( C_1 ∑ β ‖ρ̄^δ_β ‖^2_{L2(Td)}

+ C_2 ∑ β |r^β + r^j|‖ρ̄^δ_β ‖_L2_{(T}d_) + 2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h^j − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx

)_{1/2} )

⩽ − 1 σ ∑ j ‖Φ^δ − σh^j_s‖_L2_{ρ∞} ∑ β ( 1 2 ‖Φ^δ − σh^β_s ‖_L2_{ρ∞} − C_1‖ρ̄^δ_β ‖^2_{L2(Td)}

− C_2|r^β + r^j|‖ρ̄^δ_β‖_L2_{(T}d_) − 2 (∫ T^d |Φ^δ|^2‖h^j − 1‖^2_L2_{ρ∞(x)} dx

)_{1/2} ) . Note that the third term in the parenthesis might decay at the same order as the first term. Thus, to ensure that the right hand side of the inequality can be made strictly smaller than zero for all t ⩾ 0 by enforcing a smallness assumption on the pertubation away from the stationary state ρ_∞ as was done in the proof of Proposition 3.7, we need to ensure that ∑ β ( 1 2 ‖Φ^δ − σh^β_s ‖_L2_{ρ∞} − C_2|r^β + r^j|‖ρ̄^δ_β ‖_L2_{(T}d_) ) ⩾ ξ ∑ β ‖Φ^δ − σh^β_s ‖_L2_{ρ∞} , for some constant ξ > 0, which holds under assumption (4.14). This can be checked by applying the Poincaré inequality (3.5) to the first term and then estimates corresponding to (3.24). The remaining steps now follow by taking extra care of the different orientation preferences, doing a change of variables as in the proof of Proposition 3.7 and following the remaining arguments therein.

Acknowledgements

JAC and PR were supported by the Advanced Grant Nonlocal-CPD (Nonlocal PDEs for Complex Particle Dynamics: Phase Transitions, Patterns and Synchronization) of the European Research Council Executive Agency (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No. 883363). JAC was also supported by the grants EP/T022132/1 and EP/V051121/1 of the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC, UK). Parts of this research was conducted while SS was an academic visitor at the Mathematical Institute, University of Oxford, and the author would like to thank the institution for its warm hospitality. The authors would like to thank the Isaac Newton Institute for Mathematical Sciences, University of Cambridge, for support and hospitality during the programme “Frontiers in kinetic theory” where parts of the work on this paper was undertaken, supported by EPSRC grant no EP/R014604/1.

References

[1] S.-I. Amari. Neural theory of association and concept-formation. Biological cybernetics, 26(3):175–185, 1977.

[2] D. Bakry, I. Gentil, and M. Ledoux. Analysis and Geometry of Markov Diffusion Operators.

Springer-Verlag Berlin, 2014.

[3] P. C. Bressloff. Spatiotemporal dynamics of continuum neural fields. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 45(3):033001, 2011.

[4] P. C. Bressloff. Stochastic neural field theory of wandering bumps on a sphere. Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, 399:138–152, 2019.

[5] P. C. Bressloff and Z. P. Kilpatrick. Nonlinear langevin equations for wandering patterns in stochastic neural fields. SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 14(1):305–334, 2015.

[6] M. J. Cáceres, J. A. Carrillo, and B. Perthame. Analysis of nonlinear noisy integrate & fire neuron models: blow-up and steady states. The Journal of Mathematical Neuroscience, 1(1):1–33, 2011.

[7] M. J. Cáceres, P. Roux, D. Salort, and R. Schneider. Global-in-time solutions and qualitative properties for the NNLIF neuron model with synaptic delay. Communications in Partial Differential Equations, 44(12):1358–1386, 2019.

[8] J. A. Carrillo, A. Clini, and S. Solem. The mean field limit of stochastic differential equation systems modelling grid cells. To appear in SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis; arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.06213, 2022.

[9] J. A. Carrillo, M. d. M. González, M. P. Gualdani, and M. E. Schonbek. Classical solutions for a nonlinear Fokker–Planck equation arising in computational neuroscience. Comm. in Partial Differential Equations, 38(3):385–409, 2013.

[10] J. A. Carrillo, R. S. Gvalani, G. A. Pavliotis, and A. Schlichting. Long-time behaviour and phase transitions for the McKean–Vlasov equation on the torus. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 235(1):635– 690, 2020.

[11] J. A. Carrillo, H. Holden, and S. Solem. Noise-driven bifurcations in a neural field system modeling networks of grid cells. J. Math. Biol., 85(42), 2022.

[12] J. A. Carrillo, B. Perthame, D. Salort, and D. Smets. Qualitative properties of solutions for the noisy integrate and fire model in computational neuroscience. Nonlinearity, 28(9):3365, 2015.

[13] J. A. Carrillo, P. Roux, and S. Solem. Noise-driven bifurcations in a nonlinear Fokker-Planck system describing stochastic neural fields. Phys. D, 449:Paper No. 133736, 20, 2023.

[14] H. L. Cihak, T. L. Eissa, and Z. P. Kilpatrick. Distinct excitatory and inhibitory bump wandering in a stochastic neural field. SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 21(4):2579–2609, 2022.

[15] A. Clini. On the fluctuations of an SDE system modelling grid cells. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.05764, 2023.

[16] S. Coombes. Waves, bumps, and patterns in neural field theories. Biological cybernetics, 93:91– 108, 2005.

[17] A. Friedman. Partial differential equations of parabolic type. Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1964.

[18] T. Hafting, M. Fyhn, S. Molden, M.-B. Moser, and E. I. Moser. Microstructure of a spatial map in the entorhinal cortex. Nature, 436(7052):801–806, 2005.

[19] Z. P. Kilpatrick and B. Ermentrout. Wandering bumps in stochastic neural fields. SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 12(1):61–94, 2013.

[20] J. Kruger and W. Stannat. Front propagation in stochastic neural fields: a rigorous mathematical framework. SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 13(3):1293–1310, 2014.

[21] S. Kubota and K. Aihara. Analyzing global dynamics of a neural field model. Neural Processing Letters, 21(2):133–141, 2005.

[22] C. Kuehn and J. M. Tölle. A gradient flow formulation for the stochastic amari neural field model.

Journal of mathematical biology, 79(4):1227–1252, 2019.

[23] J. N. MacLaurin and P. C. Bressloff. Wandering bumps in a stochastic neural field: A variational approach. Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, 406:132403, 2020.

[24] E. I. Moser, M.-B. Moser, and B. L. McNaughton. Spatial representation in the hippocampal formation: a history. Nature neuroscience, 20(11):1448–1464, 2017.

[25] B. Muckenhoupt. Hardy’s inequality with weights. Studia Math., 44:31–38, 1972.

[26] E. T. Rolls and G. Deco. The noisy brain: stochastic dynamics as a principle of brain function.

2010.

[27] O. Roustant, F. Barthe, and B. Iooss. Poincaré inequalities on intervals—application to sensitivity analysis. Electron. J. Stat., 11(2):3081–3119, 2017.

[28] D. C. Rowland, Y. Roudi, M.-B. Moser, and E. I. Moser. Ten years of grid cells. Annual review of neuroscience, 39:19–40, 2016.

[29] J. R. Terry, W. Woldman, A. D. Peterson, and B. J. Cook. Neural field models: A mathematical overview and unifying framework. Mathematical Neuroscience and Applications, 2, 2022.

[30] H. R. Wilson and J. D. Cowan. Excitatory and inhibitory interactions in localized populations of model neurons. Biophysical journal, 12(1):1–24, 1972.

[31] H. R. Wilson and J. D. Cowan. A mathematical theory of the functional dynamics of cortical and thalamic nervous tissue. Kybernetik, 13(2):55–80, 1973.